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ABSTRACT
Research on workplace harassment has increased in recent years, resulting in a large body of
evidence suggesting that perceiving harassment at work leads to a host of negative outcomes
(Jones, Peddie, Gilrane, King, & Gray, 2016; Pascoe & Richman, 2009; Triana, Jayasinghe, &
Pieper, 2015; Willness, Steel, & Lee, 2007). However, despite calls to broaden the
conceptualization of workplace harassment, the dominant approach in the literature has been to
study a single, discrete form of harassment in isolation. The current paper addresses this
limitation by simultaneously assessing multiple forms of harassment (i.e., ethnic harassment,
sexual harassment, age harassment, heterosexist harassment, and religious harassment) to
determine if these constructs reflect a single latent harassment variable. Additionally, the current
paper proposed and tested antecedents and outcomes thought to be shared across multiple forms
of workplace harassment. Lastly, the current work considers whether harassment is more
strongly related to outcomes when both are conceptualized broadly in comparison to when they
are conceptualized narrowly. Data from three samples demonstrated support for conceptualizing
and modeling workplace harassment more broadly. Results also suggest that multiple forms of
workplace harassment share a common set of predictors and outcomes. Harassment was also
found to have a stronger relationship with task performance and employee health consequences
when a broader conceptualization of harassment was utilized. The findings of the current paper
contribute to the development of an integrated theory of workplace harassment and highlight the
need for organizational and legal interventions aimed at curtailing workplace harassment.
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CHAPTER ONE: INTRODUCTION
Workplace harassment is a ubiquitous and pernicious problem both for the individuals
who experience it and the organizations they work for. A large body of research has
demonstrated that individuals who report workplace harassment feel more negatively about their
jobs, are more likely to leave their organizations, and report more physical and mental health
problems (Jones, Peddie, Gilrane, King, & Gray, 2016; Pascoe & Richman, 2009; Triana,
Jayasinghe, & Pieper, 2015; Schmitt, Branscombe, Postmes, & Garcia, 2014; Willness, Steel, &
Lee, 2007). Harassment also costs organizations billions of dollars annually as a result of
litigation expenses as well as the less visible costs associated with replacing employees who
leave due to harassment, lost productivity, and increased healthcare costs (Bradford, 2012;
Dovidio, Gaertner, Kawakami, & Hodson, 2002; Fitzgerald, Drasgow, Hulin, Gelfand, &
Magley, 1997). The estimated prevalence rates of perceived workplace harassment further
highlight how impactful these issues may be for workplaces. A meta-analytic review of the
prevalence rate of sexual harassment, for example, revealed that 54% of female employees
experience sexual harassment at work (Ilies, Hauserman, Schwochau, & Stibal, 2003). The
negative consequences associated with perceiving workplace harassment coupled with the
pervasiveness of this problem demonstrate the importance of continued research on this topic.
In recent years, scholars have called for research on perceived workplace harassment to
take a broader approach to studying these forms of mistreatment (Joseph & Rousis, 2013; Ruggs
et al., 2013), but this call has gone largely unanswered in the extant literature. The
preponderance of studies on workplace harassment have focused on a single, discrete form of
workplace harassment (e.g., ethnic harassment, sexual harassment) and few attempts have been
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made to study multiple harassing behaviors in concert (e.g., sexual harassment and ethnic
harassment). The dearth of knowledge regarding the occurrence of multiple forms of perceived
workplace harassment has also left the literature unclear as to what organizational and individual
characteristics predict the experience of multiple forms of harassment, as well as how to best
conceptualize the relationships between workplace harassment and employee outcomes. To
address these gaps in the literature, the current study contributes to our understanding of
perceived workplace harassment by (a) examining the existence of a broad harassment variable
(answering prior calls for a broader investigation of workplace harassment; Joseph & Rousis,
2013; Ruggs et al., 2013), (b) identifying potential antecedents of multiple forms of workplace
harassment, (c) determining the attitudinal, behavioral, and health consequences of perceiving
workplace harassment, and (d) testing if the relationships between broadly-conceptualized
harassment and broadly-conceptualized workplace outcomes are stronger than the relationships
between specific forms of workplace harassment and specific outcomes, which would indicate
prior research has underestimated the negative effects of workplace harassment.
Answering these questions has important implications for scholars, practitioners, and
policymakers. First, identifying whether multiple forms of harassment share common
antecedents and outcomes contributes to the generation of an integrated theory of harassment.
Having a unified theory of harassment can reduce the fragmentation in the harassment literature
and allow for the generation of remediation approaches that mitigate all forms of workplace
harassment. Second, the current study contributes to research and practice by determining the
best measurement approach to utilize when assessing workplace harassment. Support for the
broad harassment variable would demonstrate that organizations and scholars should measure
harassment broadly when trying to diagnose the impact harassment may have on employees.
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Third, pinpointing the predictors of broad harassment allows for the identification of
organizations and employees that may be at a high risk for harassment. This allows for more
targeted interventions and advises organizations as to what groups of employees may be in most
need of Employee Assistance Programs. Fourth, the proposed study informs practitioners and
policymakers regarding the true cost of workplace harassment. If the results indicate that
experiencing workplace harassment is more damaging for employees than previous estimates
have shown, this may signal the need for increased organizational and legal efforts aimed at
curtailing workplace harassment.
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CHAPTER TWO: LITERATURE REVIEW
Perceived Workplace Harassment
Mistreatment scholars have offered numerous definitions of workplace harassment.
Formally, harassment is defined by the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission as:
Harassment is verbal or physical conduct that denigrates or shows hostility or aversion
toward an individual because of his/her race, color, religion, gender, national origin, age,
or disability, or that of his/her relatives, friends, or associates, and that (i) has the purpose
or the effect of creating an intimidating, hostile, or offensive work environment; (ii) has
the purpose or effect of unreasonably interfering with an individual’s work performance;
or (iii) otherwise adversely affects an individual’s employment opportunities. (U.S. Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission, 1993, pp. 51268–51269)
Workplace harassment has also been defined as negative interpersonal behaviors that serve to
intimidate, frighten, humiliate, pressure, or demean someone (Adams & Bray, 1992; Einarsen,
2000). As Schneider, Hitlan, and Radhakrishnan (2000) acknowledge, harassment includes
group-based behaviors that can be encountered in routine, daily interactions at work and may
contribute to a negative work environment. For the current paper, workplace harassment is
defined as any negative, vexatious behavior that is based on one or more personal attribute of the
employee (e.g., race, sex, sexual orientation, age, religion; Raver & Nishii, 2010). The adopted
definition expands the legal definition of workplace harassment to include forms of harassment
that are not legally protected in two ways. First, the aforementioned definition includes behaviors
that are based on group memberships without federal protection (e.g., sexual orientation).
Second, the definition also encompasses behaviors that are not legally actionable but are
perceived by targets as harassing (i.e., some behaviors may fall below the threshold for legal
action but are still conceptually defined as harassment). Further, it is important to note that the
current study focuses on victims’ perceptions of workplace harassment. It is possible that
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perceptions of harassment do not accurately reflect objective instances of harassment, but it has
been argued that measuring perceptions is more important when examining individual outcomes
(Ragins & Cornwell, 2001; Swanson & Wotike, 1997).
A Case for Taking a Broader Approach
The majority of the extant literature on perceived workplace harassment has focused on
depth at the expense of breadth when conceptualizing and measuring workplace harassment, and
as such, prior research has typically measured a single form of harassment in isolation (e.g.,
ethnic harassment, sexual harassment). However, recent work has criticized this approach and
instead argued for broadening the conceptualization of workplace harassment to better capture
employees’ experiences with harassment at work (e.g., Ruggs et al., 2013; Joseph & Rousis,
2013; Raver & Nishii, 2010; Rospenda & Richman, 2004). Rospenda and Richman (2004)
forwarded that ‘‘there is a dearth of literature on the overall experience of workplace harassment,
that is whether and how these experiences overlap, what general theories apply to this broad
class of workplace stressors, and whether experiences of different kinds of harassment lead to
similar outcomes’’ (p. 149). Similarly, Raver and Nishii (2010) cautioned against examining
discrete forms of harassment, stating that this approach might lead to an inaccurate
understanding of the effect of experiencing harassing behaviors in combination. Moreover,
Dipboye and Colella (2005) argue that the single biggest improvement needed in the study of
workplace discrimination is the construction of general models of workplace discrimination that
capture the commonalities among the various areas of discrimination. Thus, these scholars posit
that our current, narrow approach to studying workplace harassment has hampered our ability to
generate a unified theory of harassment and identify shared predictors and outcomes of various
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forms of harassment, as well as limited our understanding of the impact of experiencing multiple
harassing behaviors.
In response to these criticisms, Joseph and Rousis (2013) argued for “casting a wider net”
by measuring several forms of harassing experiences in concert and examining whether multiple
forms of workplace harassment reflect a broad, higher-order factor. As these authors note,
exploring a broader conceptualization of workplace harassment foments several benefits for
future scholarship and practice on workplace mistreatment. First, it is argued that employees’
negative experiences likely do not fall into discrete categories of workplace harassment.
Employees belong to several social categories simultaneously and therefore may experience
workplace harassment based on any number of these social identities. For example, it is unlikely
that a Black female employee will experience the effects of ethnic harassment separate from the
effects of sexual harassment. Thus, simultaneously measuring forms of workplace harassment
may better capture the full range of employee experiences. Second, broadening our view of
workplace harassment also allows us to more globally assess the deleterious consequences of
perceiving harassment at work. There is currently a limited understanding of how multiple forms
of workplace harassment influence employee attitudes, behaviors, and health outcomes in
combination.
Third, diversity training programs tend to take two approaches: a narrow approach that
focuses on isolated forms of harassment or a holistic approach that focuses on diversity
management (Arthur & Doverspike, 2005). Identifying whether harassment should be
conceptualized broadly or narrowly can inform future organizational interventions by specifying
which of these approaches is more appropriate (i.e., the existence of a broad harassment factor
would argue for using global training programs). Lastly, if the broad harassment variable is
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supported, it would serve as a signpost for the need to identify perpetrator and victim
characteristics associated with harassment. It is possible that dispositional and/or situational
characteristics predict whether individuals will engage in a variety of harassing behaviors and
distinguishing those characteristics can guide selection and intervention processes. Similarly,
there may be characteristics that make individuals more likely to be targeted by or perceive
harassment (Curtis, 1974; Kim & Glomb, 2010; Kim & Glomb, 2014; Tepper, Duffy, Henle, &
Lambert, 2006), which would enable organizations to pinpoint vulnerable populations of
employees.
In sum, examining multiple harassment experiences affords the generation of an
integrated theory of workplace harassment, allows organizations and scholars to better diagnose
the occurrence and consequences of workplace harassment, informs future organizational
interventions, and may guide future research toward identifying predictors of who in likely to
enact and experience harassment.
Defining Broad Harassment
To address the call for researchers to broaden their conceptualization of perceived
workplace harassment, the current study sought to examine the existence of a broad harassment
variable that reflects the extent to which an employee has experienced negative, hostile, or
offensive behaviors that are motivated by group membership. Thus, instead of focusing
singularly on harassing behaviors that are motivated by individual social identities (e.g., sex,
race, age), broad harassment captures an employee’s global experience with harassment based on
any social identity. As previously noted, broad harassment focuses on employee perceptions of
workplace harassment. The current study seeks to test the existence of the broad harassment
variable by simultaneously examining sexual harassment, ethnic harassment, age harassment,
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heterosexist harassment, and religious harassment. Definitions for each of these forms of
harassment are included in Table 1. Sexual harassment can be defined as negative sex-based
treatment that is considered to be offensive or threatening to one’s wellbeing (Fitzgerald, Swan,
& Fischer, 1995). Ethnic harassment consists of derogatory and exclusionary verbal and nonverbal behaviors experienced on the basis of one’s race or ethnicity (Schneider et al., 2000). Age
harassment is defined as unfavorable interpersonal treatment that targets an employee’s age
(EEOC, 2016). Heterosexist harassment can be characterized as “insensitive verbal and symbolic
(but nonassaultive) behaviors that convey animosity toward non-heterosexuality” (Silverschanz,
Cortina, Konik, & Magley, 2007; p. 179). Lastly, religious harassment refers to negative verbal
and non-verbal behaviors that serve to denigrate one’s religious beliefs or practices (EEOC,
2016). The current study focuses on these forms of harassment because race/ethnicity, sex,
sexual orientation, age, and religion are among the most represented social identities in the extant
literature on workplace harassment (Dhanani, 2014; Colella, Hebl, & King, in press; Ruggs et al.,
2013).
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Table 1. Definitions of Workplace Harassment Constructs.
Workplace Harassment Construct

Definition

Citation

Sexual harassment

Unwanted sex-related behavior that is viewed as offensive or
threatening to one’s well-being

Fitzgerald, Swan, & Magley
(1997)

Ethnic harassment

Verbal and exclusionary behaviors directed at a target based on his
or her ethnicity

Schneider et al. (2000), p. 3

Age harassment

Offensive comments or unfavorable treatment of an employee based
on his/her age

Equal Employment
Opportunities Commission
(2016)

Heterosexist Harassment

Verbal and symbolic behaviors that demonstrate animosity toward
non-heterosexual employees

Silverschanz, Cortina,
Konik, & Magley (2007), p.
179

Religious harassment

Negative comments or behaviors targeting an employee’s religious
beliefs or practices

Equal Employment
Opportunities Commission
(2016)
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Support for the Broadly Conceptualizing Workplace Harassment
In addition to the benefits precipitated by conceptualizing perceived workplace
harassment more broadly, this approach is also supported by conceptual, theoretical, and
empirical evidence of the relationships between multiple forms of harassment. The next sections
detail reasons to expect relationships among multiple forms of harassment, including conceptual
and measurement overlap among forms of workplace harassment, theoretical underpinnings that
are common across all forms of workplace harassment, and previous empirical support for the
interrelationships among multiple forms of workplace harassment.
Conceptual Overlap Among Harassment Constructs
Taking a broader approach to conceptualizing perceived workplace harassment is
supported by the conceptual and behavioral overlap in various forms of harassment. As is
demonstrated in Table 1, the definitions associated with the included forms of workplace
harassment demonstrate conceptual similarities. While each definition differs in the reason for
mistreatment (i.e., racial harassment is posited to be motivated by the target’s race whereas
sexual harassment is motivated by the target’s sex), the conceptualization of the behaviors that
represent harassment is consistent across forms of workplace harassment. Across definitions,
workplace harassment is uniformly conceptualized as unwanted and offensive interpersonal
behaviors that occur in workplace interactions and may serve to create an unpleasant working
environment (Fitzgerald et al., 1995; Raver & Nishii, 2010; Schneider et al., 2000). Further,
many of the definitions displayed in Table 1 specifically include verbal behaviors, such as
derogatory comments or the use of jokes and slurs.
The overlap among constructs becomes more apparent when examining the specific
behaviors thought to represent each of the forms of harassment included in the current study.
10

There are several commonalities across these behaviors, such as capturing employee experiences
with offensive comments or jokes, exclusion, unfavorable treatment, pressure to change or hide
one’s identity, limited access to formal or informal resources, and unwanted attention. Table 2
summarizes the behavioral overlap across the forms of harassment and provides example items
for each of these common harassing behaviors. For example, one commonality that can be seen
across many of the included constructs is offensive jokes or comments, which is included in
sexual harassment (“Made offensive sexist comments?”; Fitzgerald, Gelfand, & Drasgow, 1995),
ethnic harassment (“Someone at work makes derogatory comments about your ethnicity?”;
Schneider et al., 2000), heterosexist harassment (“…made negative remarks based on your
sexual orientation about you to other co-workers?”; Waldo, 1999), and religious harassment (“At
work, I feel uncomfortable when others make jokes or negative commentaries about people of
my religious background”; adapted from Sanchez & Brock, 1996).
The similarity in the behaviors that are conceptualized as reflecting workplace
harassment may suggest that discrete harassment constructs may demonstrate substantive
interrelationships for two reasons. First, it is possible that perpetrators engage in discrete
behaviors that are explicitly motivated by multiple social categorizations. For example, a
perpetrator may make a joke that targets an employee both because she is a woman and because
she belongs to a racial minority group. This is supported by the social cognition perspective.
Work in social cognition argues that when perceivers are confronted with people who are
multiply categorizable, stereotypes will be activated in parallel for all categories to which that
person belongs (MacCrae & Bodenhausen, 2000). It follows that all activated stereotypes have
the potential to influence the behaviors in which a perpetrator chooses to engage.
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Table 2. Measurement Overlap Among Workplace Harassment Constructs.

Sexual
harassment
(Fitzgerald et
al., 1995)

Ethnic
harassment
(Schneider et
al., 2000)

Offensive
Jokes/Comments
“Made offensive
sexist comments?”

Exclusion

“Someone at work
makes derogatory
comments about your
ethnicity?”

“Someone at work
excludes you from
social interactions
during or after work
because of your
ethnicity?”

Unfavorable
Treatment
“Made you feel afraid
of poor treatment if
you didn't cooperate
sexually?”

Pressure to change

Influence on
Resources
“Made you feel like
you were being
bribed with some sort
of reward or special
treatment to engage
in sexual behavior?”

“Someone at work
makes you feel as if
you have to give up
your ethnic identity
to get along at
work?”

“Someone at work
fails to give you
information you need
to do your job
because of your
ethnicity?”

Unwanted Attention
“Given you unwanted
sexual attention?”

“The people I work
with treat me less
favorably because of
my age”

Age harassment
(Redman &
Snape, 2006)

Heterosexist
harassment
(Waldo, 1999)

“Made negative
remarks based on
your sexual
orientation about you
to other co-workers?”

“Ignored you in the
office or in a meeting
because of your
sexual orientation?”

“Made you afraid that
you would be treated
poorly if you
discussed your sexual
orientation?”

“Made you feel it
was necessary for
you to "act
straight"?”

“Tampered with your
materials (e.g.,
computer files,
telephone) because of
your sexual
orientation?”

Religious
harassment
(adapted from
Sanchez &
Brock, 1996)

“At work, I feel
uncomfortable when
others make jokes or
negative
commentaries about
people of my
religious
background.”

“At work, I feel that
others exclude me
from their activities
because of my
religious
background.”

“At work, many
people have
stereotypes about my
religious group and
treat me as if they
were true.”

“At work, people
look down upon me
if I practice customs
of my religion.”

“At work, I
sometimes feel that
people actively try to
stop me from
advancing because of
my religious
orientation.”
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“Asked you questions
about your personal
or love life that made
you uncomfortable
(e.g., why you don't
ever date anyone or
come to office social
events)?”

Second, it is also possible that targets may attribute their experiences with these harassing
behaviors to multiple social identities. Stated differently, it could be that a perpetrator engages in
a harassing behavior of ambiguous motivation. The target may then attribute the harassment to
their membership in any number of social groups. Previous research has demonstrated that
people concurrently attribute ambiguous behaviors to multiple social identities (King, 2005).
Hence, the behavioral similarities among forms of workplace harassment argue for
conceptualizing workplace harassment more broadly.
Common Theoretical Underpinnings of Workplace Harassment
A broader conceptualization of perceived workplace harassment is also supported by
prior theorizing on the conditions that engender workplace harassment (Berdahl, 2007). Berdahl
(2007) posited that all forms of harassing behaviors share a common antecedent: the
perpetrator’s desire to protect or enhance their social status when it is threatened. Berdahl argues
that everyone is fundamentally motivated by a need to belong (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) and
social status serves as a bellwether of one’s social acceptance. There are also numerous benefits
realized when one achieves a higher social status, including a greater influence over others
(French & Raven, 1959) and physical and psychological rewards (Baumeister & Leary, 1995;
Berdahl, 2007; Morin, 2002). Berdahl further explains that this basic social motive takes shape in
the context of societal hierarchies. When an employee perceives a threat to his/her social
standing, s/he can take advantage of preexisting social hierarchies to derogate another’s status
and enhance his/her own. Any social organizer, such as race, sex, or sexual orientation, can be
used as a motive in this derogation. Therefore, if a threat is posed to one’s social status, that
individual may react by using multiple harassing behaviors to maintain or enhance his/her social
status. As Joseph and Rousis (2013) describe, different forms of workplace harassment may
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merely be different types of ammunition that those who feel threatened can use to promote their
status. For example, an employee who feels threatened by a coworker may harass the coworker
based on his/her age, race, religion, and gender in combination to maximally decrease their
social status. If all types of perceived workplace harassment share this common antecedent, as
Berdahl suggests, this indicates that harassment should be conceptualized more broadly to truly
capture employees’ experiences with harassment (i.e., if perpetrators respond to threatened social
status by engaging in harassment on the basis of the target’s sex, race, sexual orientation, etc.,
measuring only one of these forms of harassment would not capture this).
Workplace harassment may also share other common antecedents such as organizational
policies and practices that signal to employees that harassment will be tolerated (Fitzgerald,
Magley, Drasgow, & Waldo, 1999; McKay et al., 2007). While the extant literature tends to
examine organizational practices that increase specific forms of workplace harassment (e.g.,
organizational tolerance for sexual harassment predicts incidents of sexual harassment), these
climates are all conceptually linked in that they indicate to employees that mistreatment is
acceptable and will not be punished. For example, an organization that does not demonstrate
their value of diverse employees or tolerates negative interpersonal treatment may encourage
employees to engage in all forms of social-identity-motivated behaviors. Hence, all forms of
harassment may be more prevalent in workplaces that have climates that fail to dissuade
employees from engaging in negative interpersonal behaviors. Further arguing for the
simultaneous consideration of multiple forms of harassment, the literature has conceptualized
harassment as a set of interpersonal stressors that elicit strain outcomes such as negative job
attitudes, negative job behaviors, and decreases in employee health (Raver & Nishii, 2010).
Given that the theoretical mechanism through which all forms of harassment influence employee
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outcomes is proposed to be the same, this may argue for taking a more holistic approach to
measuring and conceptualizing workplace harassment and suggests that multiple forms of
harassment should be similarly linked to antecedents and outcomes.
Empirical Evidence of the Relationships Among Harassment Constructs
In line with the aforementioned perspectives, prior work supports the interrelationships
among multiple forms of harassment at work. For example, previous work suggests that
employees who belong to multiple minority groups (e.g., Black female) experience multiple
forms of harassment simultaneously (Berdahl & Moore, 2006; Bowleg et al., 2008; Buchanan,
Settles, & Woods, 2008). Moreover, previous meta-analytic work has shown a substantial
relationship between racial and sexual harassment (ρ = .37; Ormerod, Joseph, Weitzman, &
Winterrowd, 2013). Raver and Nishii (2010) also demonstrated positive relationships among
ethnic harassment, gender harassment, and generalized workplace harassment (correlations
ranged from .47 to .55). Additional empirical evidence supports the relationship between gender
harassment and harassment against sexual orientation minorities (Konik & Cortina, 2008) and
has documented significant relationships among race discrimination, sex discrimination, and age
discrimination (Brown, 2011). Lim and Cortina (2005) found substantial latent correlations
among sexual harassment, gender harassment, and incivility, further supporting the relationships
among multiple forms of interpersonal mistreatment.
While this evidence provides initial support for a broader conceptualization of workplace
harassment, most of this work has only examined the relationships between two forms of
harassment. Our understanding of the relationships among harassing experiences would benefit
from similar analyses that encompass a wider range of behaviors. Toward this goal, the current
study sought to investigate the interrelationships among several forms of harassment (i.e., ethnic
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harassment, sexual harassment, age harassment, heterosexist harassment, and religious
harassment) and whether multiple, discrete forms of workplace harassment can be modeled as a
single latent variable.
Hypothesis 1: There is enough shared variance among the five measures of workplace
harassment to reflect a single latent variable.
Predictors of Broad Harassment
Organizational Climate
As stated previously, organizational climate may be one antecedent that is shared across
all forms of workplace harassment. Specifically, I propose that perceptions of diversity climate,
or employee perceptions regarding the extent to which an organization integrates minority
employees into the work environment and engages in practices that demonstrate a value of
diverse employees (McKay et al., 2007), will predict broadly-conceptualized workplace
harassment. Organizational climate refers to shared perceptions of policies, practices, and
procedures that indicate to employees what behaviors are expected, accepted, and rewarded
(Ostroff, Kinicki, & Tamkins, 2003; Schneider, Ehrhart, & Macey, 2011). Positive
organizational diversity climates, therefore, signal to employees that diversity is valued and
should be fostered among employees (Gelfand, Nishii, Raver, & Schneider, 2005). When
organizations have climates that value diversity, they also likely signal to employees that
mistreatment based on group membership will not be tolerated. Supporting this notion, Gelfand
et al. (2005) posited that an integral aspect of diversity climate is prioritizing the elimination of
workplace discrimination. Thus, perceptions of positive organizational diversity climate should
be associated with reduced perceptions of workplace harassment. Empirical evidence supports
the proposed relationship, showing that employee perceptions of diversity climate are associated
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with lowered reports of a variety of forms of workplace harassment, including sexual
harassment, ethnic harassment, heterosexist harassment, age harassment, and disability
harassment (Boehm et al., 2014; Nelson, 2001; Timmerman & Bajema, 2000; Triana et al.,
2015).
Hypothesis 2: Perceptions of diversity climate are negatively related to workplace
harassment.
Employee Characteristics
It is also possible that employees with particular dispositional characteristics are more
likely to be targeted by or perceive workplace harassment, as predicted by victim precipitation
models (Curtis, 1974; Kim & Glomb, 2010; Schafer, 1968). The core tenant of victim
precipitation models (Curtis, 1974) is that targets’ behavioral and perceptual tendencies, whether
intentional or unintentional, can make them more vulnerable to experiencing or perceiving
mistreatment. Stated differently, victims may possess dispositional characteristics that elicit
harmful behaviors from potential perpetrators and perceptual biases that make them prone to
define behaviors as mistreatment. For example, an employee who displays high levels of anger
and hostility may provoke others to display hostility towards him/her. Support for the victim
precipitation model has been found for a variety of forms of mistreatment. Evidence suggests
that employees high on cognitive ability report higher levels of aggression from their coworkers
(Kim & Glomb, 2010; 2014), bullying is higher among school children who present as anxious
(Olweus, 1978), and higher negative affectivity is associated with increased reports of abusive
supervision (Tepper et al., 2006). It is important to note that the current paper does not argue that
victims of mistreatment are deserving of, or are to blame for, their negative treatment. This
theoretical perspective instead argues that perpetrators may view employees with certain
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characteristics as being vulnerable to mistreatment or as posing a threat to the perpetrator. In the
case of cognitive ability, Kim and Glomb (2014) found that the relationship between cognitive
ability and victimization was mediated by envy. Thus, when coworkers were envious of high
cognitive ability employees, they responded with aggression. In the next sections I draw on the
previous work on victim precipitation to argue that victim personality, as represented by the fivefactor model, and victim negative affectivity are dispositional variables that may predict
perceptions of broad harassment.
Victim Personality. The victim precipitation model suggests that employee personality
traits may predict experiences or perceptions of workplace harassment. Personality traits
represent stable individual differences that influence the way people interact with and respond to
others. Both conceptual and theoretical work has illuminated the linkages between the five-factor
model of personality and workplace mistreatment. First, people low on agreeableness are
characterized as uncooperative, stubborn, and argumentative (Barrick & Mount, 1991), which
may lead to having more dysfunctional coworker interactions and experiencing higher levels of
workplace harassment (Milam, Spitzmueller, & Penney, 2009; Sliter, Withrow, & Jex, 2015).
Employees high on extraversion find social interactions more rewarding and tend to be better at
socializing in the workplace than those low on extraversion (Forret & Doughtery, 2001). It has
been argued that employees higher on extraversion are less likely to notice breaches in social
etiquette and, consequently, less likely to appraise behaviors as mistreatment (Sliter et al., 2015).
Supporting these arguments, evidence shows that agreeableness (Milam et al., 2009; Sliter et al.,
2015) and extraversion (Coyne, Seigne, & Randall 2000) are negatively related to reported
mistreatment.
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People high on neuroticism are characterized as anxious, hostile, and easily upset
(Barrick & Mount, 1991). People high on neuroticism may violate interactional norms and
behave in ways that provoke more hostility. Further, people high on neuroticism appraise their
environments as having more stressors (Gallagher, 1990) and experience negative emotions even
after positive events (Brief, Butcher, & Roberson, 1995). This suggests that victim neuroticism is
positively related to workplace harassment. Conscientiousness is characterized by attention to
detail, persistence, and organization (McCrae & Costa, 1987). Previous theorizing argues that
employees high on conscientiousness are more likely to notice even small violations in
interpersonal relationships (Sliter et al., 2015) and work has found a positive link between
conscientiousness and the appraisal of stressors (Gartland, O’Connor, & Lawton, 2012) and
perceptions of bullying (Coyne et al., 2000). Therefore, victim conscientiousness is expected to
demonstrate a positive relationship with workplace harassment. Finally, openness has been less
considered in the extant literature and the available evidence predominantly suggests no
relationship between openness and perceptions of mistreatment (Bamberger & Bacharach, 2006;
Glasø, Matthiesen, Nielsen, & Einarsen, 2007; Lind, Glasø, Pallesen, & Einarsen, 2009; Nielsen
& Knardahl, 2015). Thus, the following is hypothesized:
Hypothesis 3: Victim agreeableness and extraversion are negatively related to workplace
harassment.
Hypothesis 4: Victim neuroticism and conscientiousness are positively related to
workplace harassment.
Victim Negative Affectivity. Another facet of victim personality considered in the current
work is victim negative affectivity (NA). Negative affectivity refers to the dispositional tendency
to experience aversive emotions such as anger, distress, sadness, and hostility (Watson & Clark,
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1984). Aquino and his colleagues (Aquino, 2000; Aqunio & Bradfield, 2000; Aquino, Grover,
Bradfield, & Allen, 1999) identified two reasons that may lead employees higher in negative
affectivity to experience more mistreatment than employees lower in negative affectivity. First,
high NA employees may be perceived as “submissive victims” in that they present as anxious,
passive, and insecure, making them appear as though they have little ability to protect themselves
from victimization (Aqunio et al., 1999; Olweus, 1978). Second, it is argued that high NA
employees are more likely to violate social norms and engage in behaviors that others view as
disrespectful (Felson, 1978) and hostile (Watson & Clark, 1984). These counternormative
behaviors will, in turn, precipitate disrespectful and hostile behaviors. Following from these
arguments, I hypothesize that victim negative affectivity will positively predict perceptions of
workplace harassment.
Hypothesis 5: Victim negative affectivity is positively related to workplace harassment.
Outcomes of Broad Harassment
As previously stated, there is a large body of literature that has accumulated in recent
years demonstrating that experiencing harassment is associated with a host of deleterious
outcomes (e.g., Jones et al., 2016; Schmitt et al., 2014; Willness et al., 2007). Given that
employed adults spend a large proportion of their waking hours at work, it is unsurprising that
experiencing these forms of mistreatment can have far reaching consequences. The subsequent
sections draw on theoretical perspectives as well as empirical evidence to explain the
relationships between workplace harassment and job attitudes, job behaviors, and health
outcomes.
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Job Attitudes
Drawing on psychological contract theory, it is proposed that perceived workplace
harassment will be associated with more negative job attitudes. Psychological contracts refer to
perceptual beliefs that employees hold regarding the reciprocal obligations that exist between
themselves and the organization they work for (Rousseau, 1989). Psychological contracts are
said to be breached when one party does not fulfill these perceived obligations (Robinson &
Morrison, 2000). Fair and courteous treatment is one expectation that many employees may
include in their psychological contracts (Parzefall, & Salin, 2010). Therefore, when employees
experience negative treatment, such as harassment, they may believe their psychological
contracts have been breached. Given that previous work has demonstrated that psychological
contract breaches are associated with negative affective reactions and decreased job attitudes
(Robinson & Morrison, 2000; Zhao, Wayne, Glibkowski, & Bravo, 2007), it follows that
perceiving workplace harassment will engender more negative job attitudes. A large body of
empirical evidence has accumulated that corroborates the aforementioned theoretical perspective,
with several meta-analyses indicating that perceptions of workplace harassment are linked to
decreased job satisfaction and affective commitment (e.g., Jones et al., 2016; Triana et al., 2015;
Willness et al., 2007).
Hypothesis 6: Workplace harassment is negatively related to job satisfaction and affective
commitment.
Job Behaviors
In addition to job attitudes, experiencing workplace harassment may also influence job
behaviors. The current study focuses on task performance (those behaviors that are explicitly
required by one’s job; Williams & Anderson, 1991) and organizational citizenship behaviors
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(OCB; prosocial behaviors that benefit the organization or its members, typically assumed to be
discretionary; Organ, Podsakoff, & Podsakoff, 2011). Stressor-strain models posit that
experiencing workplace stressors, such as harassment, places a demand on the target’s cognitive
resources and leaves fewer resources available to devote to task and contextual performance
(Hershcovis & Barling, 2010a; Porath & Erez, 2007; Sonnentag & Frese, 2003). The demand
placed on cognitive resources can derive from the target engaging in the sense-making process to
understand what elicited the mistreatment as well as anxiety resulting from a fear of future
mistreatment (Barling, 1996). Supporting this proposition, Porath and Erez (2007) demonstrated
that exposure to rudeness results in cognitive distraction, which in turn results in impaired
performance. Further, employees may also reduce their task and contextual performance as a
form of retaliation against the organization, as predicted by social exchange theory (Blau, 1964).
When employees perceive negative treatment at work, they may seek to retaliate by withholding
positive inputs to their organization (Blau, 1964; Robinson & Morrison, 2000). In support of the
theoretical perspectives detailed above, meta-analytic evidence has shown that perceptions of
workplace harassment are associated with decreased productivity (Willness et al., 2007) and
reduced organizational citizenship behaviors (Triana et al., 2015).
Hypothesis 7: Workplace harassment is negatively related to task performance and
organizational citizenship behaviors.
Employee Well-Being
Arguably one of the most detrimental effects of perceived workplace harassment is the
toll it takes on employee well-being outcomes. Workplace harassment has been conceptualized
as a social stressor which, according to stressor-strain models, is associated with affective and
physiological responses that can lead to impaired psychological and physical functioning (Pascoe
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& Richman, 2009; Schmitt et al., 2014; Sonnentag & Frese, 2003). The affective reactions
associated with these stressors have been shown to lead to depressive symptoms and
psychological distress (Pascoe & Richman, 2009; Sonnentag & Frese, 2003). Stressor-strain
models also posit that the relationship between harassment and physical health may be a result of
the physiological reactions that derive from experiencing harassment (Sonnentag & Frese, 2003).
These reactions are thought to be a result of the body preparing to be physically reactive and can
include immune, neuroendocrine, and cardiovascular responses (Clark, Anderson, Clark, &
Williams, 1999). Harassment’s impact on mental health can be additionally explained by social
identity theory. Given that individuals derive part of their self-esteem from their group
membership, mistreatment that devalues the social group an individual belongs to will by
extension decrease one’s mental health (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). In support of the
aforementioned theoretical perspectives, meta-analytic evidence has demonstrated significant
relationships between workplace harassment and indicators of mental and physical health
(Pascoe & Richman, 2009; Schmitt et al., 2014; Willness et al., 2007).
Hypothesis 8: Workplace harassment is positively related to mental and physical health
symptoms.
Broadening the Criteria
As stated in the previous section, there is a growing body of literature linking harassment
to job attitudes, job behaviors, and health outcomes. However, these studies have largely focused
on the relationships between a single, discrete form of workplace harassment and a discrete
outcome (e.g., race harassment and job satisfaction). It is argued here that the expansion of the
conceptualization of workplace harassment should be coupled with a broader view of the
criterion domain. Ajzen and Fishbein’s (1977; 1980) compatibility principle argues that
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predictor-criterion relationships are the strongest when the predictor and the criterion are
matched in specificity or generality. Ajzen and Fishbein originally applied the compatibility
principle to attitude-behavior relationships to explain observed discrepancies in these
relationships. Recent work has found support for the compatibility principle, showing that job
attitudes are strongly related to job behaviors when both are broadly conceptualized (Harrison,
Newman, & Roth, 2006). Following the same logic, it is proposed that broadening the
conceptualization of workplace harassment also argues for a broadening of the criterion domain
to maximize predictive validity. Further supporting this approach, focusing on a single outcome
variable may fail to capture the full extent to which experiencing workplace harassment affects
employees. For example, negative treatment at work is likely to affect an employee’s satisfaction
with his/her job while also influencing the extent to which he/she feels affectively committed to
his/her job. Similarly, workplace harassment is theorized to impact both mental and physical
health through the same stress process. Thus, measuring a single health outcome will not provide
an accurate picture of the decrement mistreatment has on employee well-being.
Previous meta-analytic estimates of the relationships between harassment and employee
outcomes have been modest. For example, recent meta-analyses of workplace discrimination and
job and well-being outcomes found relationships ranging from -.07 to -.38 (Jones et al., 2016;
Triana et al., 2015). However, it is argued here that applying broader conceptualizations to both
the predictor and criterion domain will result in stronger harassment-outcome relationships in
comparison to the relationships between discrete forms of workplace harassment and discrete
outcomes. To test this proposition, a broader definition of job attitudes, job behaviors, and
employee health were adopted. The broad attitude construct is defined as a latent factor
reflecting job satisfaction and affective commitment (Harrison et al., 2006). Similarly, job
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behaviors were broadly defined to capture employee behaviors that contribute to the organization
(Newman, Joseph, & Hulin, 2010). This construct encompasses task performance and contextual
performance. Lastly, following the conceptualizations of employee health from previous work
(e.g., Danna & Griffin, 1999), broad employee health is conceptualized as a latent factor that
reflects the shared variance among mental health symptoms and physical health symptoms.
Hypothesis 9: Workplace harassment is more strongly related to attitudinal, behavioral,
and health outcomes when both are conceptualized broadly in comparison to when they
are conceptualized narrowly.
Study Overview
The study hypotheses were tested in two phases. The first phase tested Hypothesis 1 by
assessing whether multiple discrete forms of workplace harassment can be modeled as a single
latent variable. Further, Phase 1 proposed and compared competing factor structures to determine
how to best represent the broad harassment variable. The second phase tested Hypotheses 2-9 to
identify the antecedents of workplace harassment; the attitudinal, behavioral, and health
consequences that result from workplace harassment; and determine whether broadening the
conceptualization of both harassment and the consequences of harassment improves predictive
validity.

25

CHAPTER THREE: PHASE ONE METHODOLOGY
Participants
Phase 1 aimed to test the existence of the proposed broad harassment variable and
determine the factor structure of this variable (Hypothesis 1). Data for Phase 1 were collected
from three samples. Sample 1 was a national sample of employed adults recruited via a Qualtrics
Panel. This sample consisted of 444 adults employed in the retail industry. Of the 444
participants, 60.1% were female and 39.9% were male. The predominant ethnicity was
Caucasian (66.9%) whereas 33.1% of participants identified as being a racial minority. The
sample was predominantly heterosexual (91.14%) and the average age of this sample was 36.24
years (SD = 11.69). The average tenure on the job was 46.5 months.
The second sample (Sample 2) was comprised of 274 undergraduate students who were
employed full- or part-time. This sample included more women (68.6%) than men (31.4%) and
was 59.9% Caucasian (40.1% racial minority). The majority of the sample identified as
heterosexual (90.9%) and the mean age of the sample was 22.56 (SD = 5.37). The average tenure
on the job was 23.3 months. The final sample (Sample 3) consisted of 215 undergraduate
students who were employed full- or part-time. This sample had more women (77.2%) than men
(22.8%) and a roughly equal number of Caucasian (47.4%) and racial minority (52.6%)
participants. The sample was predominantly heterosexual (81.9%) and the mean age of the
sample was 21.13 (SD = 4.45). The average tenure on the job was 18.6 months.
Workplace Harassment Measures
Five forms of perceived workplace harassment were included in the current study (i.e.,
sexual harassment, racial harassment, age harassment, heterosexist harassment, and religious
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harassment). Experiences with sexual harassment were measured with the Sexual Experiences
Questionnaire (SEQ; Fitzgerald et al., 1995). This scale consisted of 17 items that assessed the
frequency with which participants experienced sexually harassing behaviors from their
coworkers and/or supervisors (Sample 1 α = .99; Sample 2 α = .96; Sample 3 α = .97). An
example item is: “Have any of your supervisors or co-workers… made offensive sexist
comments.” Ethnic harassment was measured using the 7-item Ethnic Harassment Experiences
Scales (Schneider et al., 2000). This scale assesses experiences with both verbal derogation and
exclusion as a result of an employee’s ethnicity (α = .97, .93, .95). Sample item: “Someone at
work makes derogatory comments about your ethnicity.” Age harassment was measured using
two items that have previously been used to assess negative age-related experiences (Redman &
Snape, 2006). The two items assess experiences with age harassment while making no reference
to whether the harassment was a result of being too old or too young. Example: “The people I
work with treat me less favourably because of my age” (α = .91, .88, .80).
Harassment based on perceived sexual orientation was measured using Waldo’s (1999)
Workplace Heterosexist Experiences Questionnaire. This scale requires participants to respond
to 22 harassing behaviors from one’s coworkers or supervisor (example item: “Made
homophobic remarks about you personally [e.g., saying you were abnormal or perverted]”). This
scale demonstrated acceptable reliability (α = .99, .97, .98). The last form of harassment
measured in the current study was religious harassment. The religious harassment scale consisted
of six items adapted from Sanchez and Brock’s (1996) racial discrimination scale. For example,
the original item, “At work, I feel uncomfortable when others make jokes or negative
commentaries about people of ethnic background” was adapted to be, “At work, I feel
uncomfortable when others make jokes or negative commentaries about people of religious
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background.” This scale showed acceptable reliability (α = .95, .93, .93). Participants were
instructed to report harassment that occurred in the past 24 months in Samples 1 and 2. In
Sample 3, instructions were modified to assess mistreatment that occurred at the employee’s
current organization.
Analyses
The purpose of Phase 1 was to test the validity of the broad harassment factor
(Hypothesis 1) by conducting confirmatory factor analysis (CFA). Competing factor structures
for the broad harassment variable were first tested in Sample 1 and the retained factor structure
was cross-validated in Samples 2 and 3. Two competing factor structures were proposed that
represent the two common sources of variance among the harassment items. The first common
source of variance among harassment items is the type of harassment they assess (e.g., sexual
harassment, ethnic harassment, age harassment). The second common source of variance is the
behavioral form of workplace harassment (e.g., being social excluded, being treated less
favorably than others). Thus, the first proposed factor structure, shown in Table 6, is a higherorder model where each item loads onto its respective type of workplace harassment (i.e., sexual
harassment, racial harassment, age harassment, heterosexist harassment, and religious
harassment) and the five types of workplace harassment load onto the higher-order broad
harassment variable.
The second proposed factor structure is a higher-order model where each item loads onto
the six behavioral forms of workplace harassment (i.e., derogatory comments, exclusion,
unfavorable treatment, pressure to change, limited access to resources, and unwanted attention)
and those six factors load onto a higher-order broad harassment variable. If this model fits better
than the model in which items load onto form of harassment factors, this would suggest that
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harassment experiences may be better captured by the behaviors one experiences (e.g.,
derogatory comments) rather than the social identity targeted by the harassment (e.g., sex). The
items that are included in each factor for this model are shown in Table 7. Items that assessed
experiencing negative comments, offensive jokes, or slurs from others in the workplace were
included as derogatory comments (example: “Made negative remarks based on your sexual
orientation about you to other co-coworkers”). Any item that taps being excluded from social
interactions, ignored, or avoided loaded onto the exclusion factor (example: “At work, I feel that
others exclude me from their activities because of my religious background”). Unfavorable
treatment was comprised of items that captured harassment relating to how one is treated in the
workplace (example: “The people I work with treat me less favorably because of my age”).
Pressure to change consisted of behaviors that indicate to the employee that they need to change
or suppress their identity to be accepted at work (example: “Someone at work makes you feel as
if you have to give up your ethnic identity to get along at work”). Items that measured an impact
on one’s access to work-related resources were included in the access to resources factor
(example: “Someone at work fails to give you information you need to do your job because of
your ethnicity”). Lastly, unwanted attention included receiving any sexual, physical, or verbal
attention that was unsolicited (example: “Gave you any unwanted sexual attention”).
In addition to testing the two models described above, a cross-loaded CFA was estimated
in which each item load onto its corresponding type of harassment as well as the relevant
behavioral form of workplace harassment. The items that load onto each factor are shown in
Table 8. Testing a cross-loaded model allowed for the possibility that the harassment items are
best represented by both sources of variance (form of harassment and type of behavior). Relative
fit of the models was assessed by comparing RMSEA confidence intervals and CFI values.
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Differences between models were considered significant if the RMSEA confidence intervals did
not overlap and the change in CFI between the two models was larger than .01 (Cheung &
Rensvold, 2002). All CFA models were conducted using LISREL 8.80 (Jöreskog & Sörbom,
2006) and were evaluated using the following fit statistics: RMSEA, CFI, TLI, and SRMR.
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CHAPTER FOUR: PHASE ONE RESULTS
Tables 3-5 shows the means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations among the study
variables for Samples 1, 2, and 3. Correlations in Sample 1 indicated strong significant positive
relationships among all forms of workplace harassment with correlations ranging from .58 to .87
(ravg = .69). In Sample 2, the intercorrelations among the five forms of workplace harassment
were all positive and significant (ranging from .16 to .71; ravg = .36) but weaker than those found
in Sample 1. Age harassment exhibited the lowest correlations with the other forms of
harassment. Sample 3 also demonstrated significant, positive correlations among all forms of
workplace harassment, with correlations ranging from .52 to .84 (ravg = .63). The correlation
results provide initial support for the interrelationships among multiple forms of workplace
harassment.
Results showed that a substantial number of participants reported experiencing the five
forms of workplace harassment across the three samples. The prevalence rates are reported for
Samples 1, 2, and 3, respectively. The prevalence rates were highest for sexual harassment and
indicated that at least half of the participants reported experiencing at least one form of sexual
harassment (59.9%, 62.8%, 50.2%). Age harassment (61.7%, 56.9%, 40.5%) had the second
highest prevalence rates across the three samples. Ethnic harassment (43.5%, 42.3%, 34.4%),
heterosexist harassment (51.1%, 47.8%, 34.4%), and religious harassment (65.3%, 57.3%,
24.2%) had somewhat lower prevalence rates, but were also reported by a large proportion of the
samples. It is important to note that the prevalence rates for heterosexist harassment were higher
than the percentage of employees who identified as gay, lesbian, and bisexual in all three
samples. There are two reasons that may explain this finding.
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Table 3. Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations in Sample 1.
M

SD

1. Sex

1.60

0.49

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

2. Race

1.33

0.47

3. Age

36.24 11.69 .09

-.14*

4. Sexual orientation

1.09

0.28

.04

.09

-.08

5. Sexual harassment

1.72

1.11

-.18*

.12*

-.24*

.03

(.99)

6. Ethnic harassment

1.69

1.14

-.18*

.14*

-.24*

.04

.82*

(.97)

7. Age harassment

2.27

1.29

-.12*

.06

-.17*

.02

.62*

.60*

(.91)

8. Heterosexist harassment

1.56

1.03

-.20*

.10*

-.19*

.04

.87*

.82*

.58*

(.99)

9. Religious harassment

2.15

1.21

-.11*

.12*

-.18*

.02

.68*

.63*

.64*

.68*

(.95)

10. Job satisfaction

3.28

0.89

.01

.02

.17*

-.12*

-.17*

-.17*

-.24*

-.16*

-.23*

(.77)

11. Affective commitment

3.10

0.77

-.05

-.04

.19*

-.10*

-.14*

-.15*

-.17*

-.12*

-.22*

.72*

(.75)

12. Task performance

4.19

0.72

.13*

-.12*

.18*

-.02

-.41*

-.39*

-.39*

-.38*

-.38*

.23*

.15*

(.85)

13. OCB

3.57

0.79

-.09

.01

.10*

-.10*

.21*

.21*

.12*

.22*

.12*

.39*

.42*

.14*

(.94)

14. Mental health symptoms

2.68

0.76

-.05

-.05

-.18*

.10*

.33*

.33*

.28*

.34*

.32*

-.52*

-.39*

-.25*

-.07

(.69)

15. Physical health symptoms

2.20

0.92

-.01

-.03

-.12*

.09

.57*

.53*

.36*

.55*

.40*

-.22*

-.19*

-.24*

.21*

.54*

15

-.04

(.93)

Note: N = 444; alphas are shown on the diagonal; sex is coded 1 for males and 2 for females; race is coded 1 for Caucasians and 2
for racial minorities; sexual orientation is coded 1 for heterosexual and 2 for gay, lesbian, and bisexual
* p < .05
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Table 4. Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations in Sample 2.
1. Sex
2. Race
3. Age
4. Sexual orientation
5. Sexual harassment
6. Ethnic harassment
7. Age harassment
8. Heterosexist harassment
9. Religious harassment
10. Job satisfaction
11. Affective commitment
12. Task performance
13. OCB
14. Mental health symptoms
15. Physical health
symptoms

M
1.69
1.40
22.56
1.09

SD
0.46
0.49
5.37
0.29

1

2

3

-.02
.11
-.05

-.10
-.05

.14*

1.42
1.32
1.94
1.20
1.69
3.19
2.95
4.41
3.42
2.43
1.93

0.64
0.60
1.05
0.46
0.82
1.03
0.86
0.66
0.74
0.75
0.70

.01
-.19*
-.01
-.09
-.07
-.03
-.04
.03
.03
.13*
.16*

.02
.27*
.12
.10
.07
-.08
-.07
-.09
-.11
-.06
-.18*

-.04
.00
-.08
.03
.02
-.03
.01
.14*
.12*
.04
.02

4

.08
.03
.01
.14*
.07
-.08
-.05
.05
-.02
.08
.20*

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

(.96)
.55*
.16*
.63*
.34*
-.16*
-.08
-.45*
-.01
.13*
.24*

(.93)
.17*
.71*
.33*
-.04
.04
-.44*
.03
.11
.10

(.88)
.16*
.28*
-.22*
-.17*
-.28*
-.16*
.16*
.05

(.97)
.30*
-.07
.00
-.45*
.00
.12*
.15*

(.93)
-.18*
-.09
-.38*
-.18*
.25*
.21*

(.86)
.68*
.04
.43*
-.28*
-.08

(.81)
.00
.57*
-.19*
.02

12

13

(.89)
.20* (.92)
-.14* -.12
-.12* .10

14

15

(.81)
.50*

(.89)

Note: N = 274; alphas are shown on the diagonal; sex is coded 1 for males and 2 for females; race is coded 1 for Caucasians and 2
for racial minorities; sexual orientation is coded 1 for heterosexual and 2 for gay, lesbian, and bisexual
* p < .05
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Table 5. Means, Standard Deviations, and Intercorrelations in Sample 3.
1. Sex
2. Race
3. Age
4. Sexual orientation
5. Sexual harassment
6. Ethnic harassment
7. Age harassment
8. Heterosexist harassment
9. Religious harassment
10. Diversity climate
11. Agreeableness
12. Extraversion
13. Neuroticism
14. Conscientiousness
15. Openness
16. Negative affectivity
17. Job satisfaction
18. Affective commitment
19. Task performance
20. OCB
21. Mental health
22. Physical health

M
1.77
1.53
21.13
1.18
1.26
1.29
1.50
1.16
1.40
3.55
3.72
3.12
2.61
4.04
3.82
2.01
3.60
3.07
4.52
3.64
2.61
2.03

SD
0.42
0.50
4.45
0.39
0.56
0.65
0.89
0.48
0.75
0.95
0.78
1.14
0.98
0.76
0.85
0.71
0.86
0.78
0.58
0.74
0.71
0.69

1
.15*
.00
-.03
.10
.09
.09
.08
.09
-.09
.14*
-.06
.21*
.01
-.06
.14*
.02
.06
.06
.08
.11
.20*

2

3

.07
-.04
.13
.23*
.07
.10
.10
-.08
-.06
-.06
-.02
-.06
.01
.09
-.03
.00
-.20*
-.01
.01
.03

.17*
.04
.18*
-.05
.07
.14*
-.19*
.06
-.04
-.04
.13
.03
-.07
-.08
-.05
.02
.01
-.07
.01

4

-.02
.01
.08
.09
.03
.03
.06
.04
.11
-.04
.06
.09
.02
-.05
.01
-.04
.11
.15*

5

6

7

8

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

(.97)
.74*
.59*
.84*
.55*
-.22*
-.16*
-.02
.14*
-.17*
-.17*
.37*
-.12
-.05
-.26*
.03
.25*
.33*

(.95)
.57*
.74*
.59*
-.22*
-.13*
-.05
.11
-.11
-.17*
.29*
-.11
-.10
-.19*
.05
.13
.27*

(.80)
.58*
.52*
-.09
-.09
.01
.14*
.02
-.17*
.38*
-.02
.00
-.03
.14*
.14*
.31*

(.98)
.60*
-.16*
-.13
.00
.11
-.23*
-.16*
.36*
-.12
-.05
-.32*
.00
.15*
.32*

(.93)
-.16*
-.09
-.06
.08
-.04
-.11
.29*
-.13
-.08
-.15*
.03
.16*
.24*

(.97)
.17*
.19*
-.19*
.20*
.20*
-.14*
.40*
.38*
.23*
.40*
-.18*
-.09

(.88)
.14*
-.18*
.36*
.37*
-.22*
.22*
.08
.22*
.19*
-.22*
-.05*

(.27)
-.33*
.13
.25*
-.22*
.18*
.19*
.10
.25*
-.35*
-.12

(.67)
-.28*
-.20*
.55*
-.17*
-.16*
-.11
-.13
.65*
.45*

(.38)
.36*
-.23*
.16*
.07
.44*
.25*
-.23*
-.06

(.58)
-.28*
.26*
.15*
.28*
.26*
-.24*
-.03

(.38)
-.14*
-.10
-.20*
-.05
.55*
.44*

Note: N = 215; alphas are shown on the diagonal; sex is coded 1 for males and 2 for females; race is coded 1 for Caucasians and 2
for racial minorities; sexual orientation is coded 1 for heterosexual and 2 for gay, lesbian, and bisexual
* p < .05
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17. Job satisfaction
18. Affective commitment
19. Task performance
20. OCB
21. Mental health
22. Physical health

17
(.84)
.67*
.16*
.45*
-.25*
-.16*

18

19

20

21

22

(.79)
.12
.53*
-.24*
-.13

(.89)
.32*
-.12*
-.04

(.93)
-.12
.10

(.79)
.51*

(.88)

Note: N = 215; alphas are shown on the diagonal; sex is coded 1 for males and 2 for females; race is coded 1 for Caucasians and 2
for racial minorities; sexual orientation is coded 1 for heterosexual and 2 for gay, lesbian, and bisexual
* p < .05
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First, heterosexist harassment occurs based on perceived sexual orientation. Thus, a perpetrator
may harass someone because the perpetrator perceives that s/he is gay, lesbian, or bisexual, even
if that person does not identify as such. Second, the heterosexist harassment scale includes four
items that assess ambient heterosexist harassment. Participants can endorse those items if they
are aware that heterosexist harassment has occurred in their organization even though they may
not have been personally targeted by the harassment. Overall, the prevalence rates are consistent
with evidence that workplace harassment remains a prevalent issue in workplaces.
Comparing Factor Structures
The aim of Phase 1 was to evaluate whether multiple forms of workplace harassment can
be modeled as a latent broad harassment variable, and to test competing factor structures of the
broad harassment variable. Two factor structures were proposed. Model 1 tested a higher-order
model in which the harassment items loaded onto their respective type of workplace harassment
(i.e., sexual harassment, ethnic harassment, age harassment, heterosexist harassment, and
religious harassment) and those five types of harassment loaded onto the higher-order broad
harassment variable. The model, shown in Table 6, demonstrated adequate fit (CFI = .98; TLI
= .98; RMSEA = .11, SRMR = .03) and the discrete types of harassment had strong, significant
loadings onto the broad harassment variable. The RMSEA value does exceed the recommended
cutoff for concluding good fit (.06; Hu & Bentler, 1999), but this is consistent with previous
findings in the mistreatment literature (Nye, Brummel & Drasgow, 2010). As Nye, Brummel,
and Drasgow note, responses to mistreatment scales tend to be concentrated on the lower end of
the scale, which can bias RMSEA values. Further, the remaining fit statistics indicate adequate
fit of the model.
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Table 6. Higher-Order CFA Reflecting the Five Types of Harassment Loading onto Broad Harassment.
Sexual
Harassment
.77
.90
.85

Told suggestive stories or jokes that were offensive to you?
Made unwanted attempts to discuss sexual matters with you?
Made crude or offensive sexual remarks, either publicly or to you
privately?
Made offensive remarks about your appearance, body, or sexual activities?
Given you unwanted sexual attention?
Stared, leered, or ogled you in a way that made you feel uncomfortable?
Attempted to establish a romantic sexual relationship with you despite
your efforts to discourage it?
Displayed, used, or distributed offensive or suggestive materials?
Made offensive sexist comments?
Repeatedly made requests for drinks, dinner, etc. despite rejection?
Made you feel like you were being bribed with some sort of reward or
special Treatment to engage in sexual behavior?
Made you feel threatened with some sort of retaliation for not being
sexually cooperative?
Touched you in a way that made you feel uncomfortable?
Made unwanted attempts to stroke, kiss, or fondle you?
Made it necessary to cooperate sexually to be well treated?
Made you feel afraid of poor treatment if you didn’t cooperate sexually?
Treated you badly for refusing to cooperate sexually?
Someone at work makes derogatory comments about your ethnicity?
Someone at work tells jokes about your ethnic group?
Someone at work uses ethnic slurs to describe you?
Someone at work excludes you from social interactions during or after
work because of your ethnicity?
Someone at work fails to give you information you need to do your job
because of your ethnicity?
Someone at work makes racist comments (for example, says people of
your ethnicity aren’t very smart or can’t do the job)?
Someone at work makes you feel as if you have to give up your ethnic
identity to get along at work?

Ethnic
Harassment

.88
.92
.91
.93
.91
.80
.91
.95
.94
.94
.95
.96
.95
.94
.90
.88
.94
.95
.94
.91
.91
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Heterosexist
Harassment

Age
Harassment

Religion
Harassment

Sexual
Harassment

Told offensive jokes about lesbians, gay men, or bisexual people (e.g.
“fag” or “dyke” jokes, AIDS jokes)?
Made homophobic remarks in general (e.g. saying that gay people are sick
or unfit to be parents)?
Ignored you in the office or in a meeting because of your sexual
orientation?
Made crude or offensive sexual remarks about you either publicly (e.g., in
the office) or to you privately?
Made homophobic remarks about you personally (e.g., saying you were
abnormal or perverted)?
Called you a “dyke,” “faggot,” “fence-sitter,” or some similar slur?
Avoided touching you (e.g., shaking your hand) because of your sexual
orientation?
Made negative remarks based on your sexual orientation about you to
other co-workers?
Tampered with your materials (e.g., computer files, telephone) because of
your sexual orientation?
Physically hurt (e.g., punched, hit, kicked, or beat) you because of your
sexual orientation?
Set you up on a date with someone when you did not want it?
Left you out of social events because of your sexual orientation?
Asked you questions about your personal or love life that made you
uncomfortable (e.g., why you don’t ever date anyone or come to office
social events)?
Displayed or distributed homophobic literature or materials in your office
(e.g., e-mail, flyers, brochures)?
Made you afraid that you would be treated poorly if you discussed your
sexual orientation?
Made you feel it was necessary for you to hide your sexual orientation in
social situations (e.g., bringing an other-sex date to a company social
event, going to a heterosexual “strip” bar for business purposes)?
Made you feel it was necessary for you to lie about your personal or love
life?
Made you feel it was necessary for you to “act straight”?
Made you feel as though you had to alter discussions about your personal
or love life to appear “more straight”?
Made unwanted attempts to draw you into a discussion of personal or
sexual matters (e.g., attempted to discuss or comment on your sex life)?

Ethnic
Harassment

Heterosexist
Harassment
.76
.80
.92
.91
.93
.92
.93
.92
.91
.91
.93
.95
.88

.92
.93
.91

.88
.90
.92
.90
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Age
Harassment

Religion
Harassment

Sexual
Harassment

Gave you any unwanted sexual attention?
Made unwanted attempts to stroke or fondle you?
The people I work with treat me less favorably because of my age.
My immediate supervisor treats me less favorably than other workers
because of my age.
At work, I feel uncomfortable when others make jokes or negative
commentaries about people of my religious background.
At work, I sometimes feel that my religion is a limitation.
At work, many people have stereotypes about my religious group and treat
me as if they were true.
At work, I sometimes feel that people actively try to stop me from
advancing because of my religious orientation.
At work, I feel that others exclude me from their activities because of my
religious background.
At work, people look down upon me if I practice customs of my religion.
Loadings onto Broad Harassment

Ethnic
Harassment

Heterosexist
Harassment
.90
.90

Age
Harassment

Religion
Harassment

.91
.93
.66
.91
.90
.95
.94

.94

Note: All loadings are standardized; significant loadings are bolded
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.90

.70

.76

.95
.93

Model 2, shown in Table 7, was a higher-order model in which the harassment items
loaded onto the six behavioral forms of workplace harassment (i.e., derogatory comments,
exclusion, unfavorable treatment, pressure to change, limited access to resources, and unwanted
attention) which then loaded onto the higher-order broad harassment variable. This model had
moderate fit (CFI = .96; TLI = .96; RMSEA = .20, SRMR = .07) and the conceptual factors
showed strong, significant loadings onto broad harassment. A comparison of Model 1 and Model
2 demonstrated that the RMSEA confidence intervals did not overlap (Model 1: [.11, .12]; Model
2: [.20, .21]) and there was a significant change in CFI (ΔCFI = .02; Cheung & Rensvold, 2002),
suggesting that the broad harassment variable is better represented when the harassment items
loaded onto the type of harassment assessed (e.g., sexual, ethnic) in comparison to when the
items loaded onto the behavioral factors.
To test whether the items are best represented by both factor structures, a cross-loaded
model was tested in which each item loaded onto both the respective type of harassment and the
behavioral form of harassment. The factor loadings for the cross-loaded model are shown in
Table 8. This model demonstrated moderately poor fit (CFI = .98; TLI = .98; RMSEA = .11,
SRMR = .54). Although the CFI comparison did not reveal a significant difference between
Model 1 and Model 3 (ΔCFI = .00) and the RMSEA confidence intervals overlapped (Model 1:
[.11, .12]; Model 3: [.11, .11]), items had stronger loadings onto the harassment factors than the
conceptual factors, demonstrating that the five harassment factors better represent the broad
harassment variable than the behavioral factors. Parsimony also argues for retaining the five
types of harassment as indicators of the broad harassment variable over the cross-loaded model.
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Table 7. Higher-Order CFA Reflecting the Six Behavioral Forms of Harassment Loading onto Broad Harassment.
Told suggestive stories or jokes that were offensive to you?
Made unwanted attempts to discuss sexual matters with you?
Made crude or offensive sexual remarks, either publicly or to you
privately?
Made offensive remarks about your appearance, body, or sexual
activities?
Given you unwanted sexual attention?
Stared, leered, or ogled you in a way that made you feel
uncomfortable?
Attempted to establish a romantic sexual relationship with you despite
your efforts to discourage it?
Displayed, used, or distributed offensive or suggestive materials?
Made offensive sexist comments?
Repeatedly made requests for drinks, dinner, etc. despite rejection?
Made you feel like you were being bribed with some sort of reward or
special treatment to engage in sexual behavior?
Made you feel threatened with some sort of retaliation for not being
sexually cooperative?
Touched you in a way that made you feel uncomfortable?
Made unwanted attempts to stroke, kiss, or fondle you?
Made it necessary to cooperate sexually to be well treated?
Made you feel afraid of poor treatment if you didn’t cooperate
sexually?
Treated you badly for refusing to cooperate sexually?
Someone at work makes derogatory comments about your ethnicity?
Someone at work tells jokes about your ethnic group?
Someone at work uses ethnic slurs to describe you?
Someone at work excludes you from social interactions during or
after work because of your ethnicity?

Offensive
Comments
.75

Exclusion

Unfavorable
Treatment

Pressure to
Change

Resource
Access

Unwanted
Attention
.89

.82
.84
.90
.90
.91
.86
.78
.90
.94
.92
.94
.93
.95
.95
.94
.81
.79
.84
.82
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Someone at work fails to give you information you need to do your
job because of your ethnicity?
Someone at work makes racist comments (for example, says people
of your ethnicity aren’t very smart or can’t do the job)?
Someone at work makes you feel as if you have to give up your ethnic
identity to get along at work?
Told offensive jokes about lesbians, gay men, or bisexual people (e.g.
“fag” or “dyke” jokes, AIDS jokes)?
Made homophobic remarks in general (e.g., saying that gay people
are sick or unfit to be parents)?
Ignored you in the office or in a meeting because of your sexual
orientation?
Made crude or offensive sexual remarks about you either publicly
(e.g., in the office) or to you privately?
Made homophobic remarks about you personally (e.g., saying you
were abnormal or perverted)?
Called you a “dyke,” “faggot,” “fence-sitter,” or some similar slur?
Avoided touching you (e.g., shaking your hand) because of your
sexual orientation?
Made negative remarks based on your sexual orientation about you to
other co-workers?
Tampered with your materials (e.g., computer files, telephone)
because of your sexual orientation?
Physically hurt (e.g., punched, hit, kicked, or beat) you because of
your sexual orientation?
Set you up on a date with someone when you did not want it?
Left you out of social events because of your sexual orientation?
Asked you questions about your personal or love life that made you
uncomfortable (e.g., why you don’t ever date anyone or come to
office social events)?
Displayed or distributed homophobic literature or materials in your
office (e.g., e-mail, flyers, brochures)?
Made you afraid that you would be treated poorly if you discussed
your sexual orientation?

Offensive
Comments

Exclusion

Unfavorable
Treatment

Pressure to
Change

Resource
Access
.85

Unwanted
Attention

.82
.76
.76
.81
.92
.90
.91
.89
.93
.89
.88
.88
.88
.94
.85

.89
.59
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Made you feel it was necessary for you to hide your sexual orientation
in social situations (e.g., bringing an other-sex date to a company
social event, going to a heterosexual “strip” bar for business
purposes)?
Made you feel it was necessary for you to lie about your personal or
love life?
Made you feel it was necessary for you to “act straight”?
Made you feel as though you had to alter discussions about your
personal or love life to appear “more straight”?
Made unwanted attempts to draw you into a discussion of personal or
sexual matters (e.g., attempted to discuss or comment on your sex
life)?
Gave you any unwanted sexual attention?
Made unwanted attempts to stroke or fondle you?
The people I work with treat me less favorably because of my age.
My immediate supervisor treats me less favorably than other workers
because of my age.
At work, I feel uncomfortable when others make jokes or negative
commentaries about people of my religious background.
At work, I sometimes feel that my religion is a limitation.
At work, many people have stereotypes about my religious group and
treat me as if they were true.
At work, I sometimes feel that people actively try to stop me from
advancing because of my religious orientation.
At work, I feel that others exclude me from their activities because of
my religious background.
At work, people look down upon me if I practice customs of my
religion.
Loadings onto Broad Harassment

Offensive
Comments

Exclusion

Unfavorable
Treatment

Pressure to
Change
.92

Resource
Access

Unwanted
Attention

.90
.93
.95
.85

.88
.89
.65
.64
.43

.86
.72
.69
.67
.99

Note: All loadings are standardized; significant loadings are bolded
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.96

.98

.93

1.00

.99

Table 8. Cross-Loaded CFA Reflecting the Five Types and Six Behavioral Forms of Harassment.
Sexual
Told suggestive stories or jokes that were
offensive to you?
Made unwanted attempts to discuss
sexual matters with you?
Made crude or offensive sexual remarks,
either publicly or to you privately?
Made offensive remarks about your
appearance, body, or sexual activities?
Given you unwanted sexual attention?
Stared, leered, or ogled you in a way that
made you feel uncomfortable?
Attempted to establish a romantic sexual
relationship with you despite your efforts
to discourage it?
Displayed, used, or distributed offensive
or suggestive materials?
Made offensive sexist comments?
Repeatedly made requests for drinks,
dinner, etc. despite rejection?
Made you feel like you were being bribed
with some sort of reward or special
Treatment to engage in sexual behavior?
Made you feel threatened with some sort
of retaliation for not being sexually
cooperative?
Touched you in a way that made you feel
uncomfortable?
Made unwanted attempts to stroke, kiss,
or fondle you?
Made it necessary to cooperate sexually
to be well treated?

Ethnic

Heterosexist

Age

.77

Religion

Offensive
.30

Exclude

Unfavorable

Change

Resources

.91

Attention

.07

.85

.21

.89

.10

.92
.92

.13
.11

.93

.09

.92

.01

.79
.91

.33
.00

.94

.15

.93

.27

.94

.01

.95

-.03

.95

.18
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Sexual
Made you feel afraid of poor treatment if
you didn’t cooperate sexually?
Treated you badly for refusing to
cooperate sexually?
Someone at work makes derogatory
comments about your ethnicity?
Someone at work tells jokes about your
ethnic group?
Someone at work uses ethnic slurs to
describe you?
Someone at work excludes you from
social interactions during or after work
because of your ethnicity?
Someone at work fails to give you
information you need to do your job
because of your ethnicity?
Someone at work makes racist comments
(for example, says people of your
ethnicity aren’t very smart or can’t do the
job)?
Someone at work makes you feel as if
you have to give up your ethnic identity
to get along at work?
Told offensive jokes about lesbians, gay
men, or bisexual people (e.g. “fag” or
“dyke” jokes, AIDS jokes)?
Made homophobic remarks in general
(e.g., saying that gay people are sick or
unfit to be parents)?

Ethnic

Heterosexist

Age

Religion

Offensive

.93

Unfavorable
.27

.92

.26
.89

.20

.87

.20

.94

.08

Exclude

Change

Resources

.03

.95

-.05

.95

.90

.09

-.02

.91

.75

.56

.79

.49

Ignored you in the office or in a meeting
because of your sexual orientation?

.92

Made crude or offensive sexual remarks
about you either publicly (e.g., in the
office) or to you privately?

.91

.09
.08
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Attention

Sexual
Made homophobic remarks about you
personally (e.g., saying you were
abnormal or perverted)?
Called you a “dyke,” “faggot,” “fencesitter,” or some similar slur?

Ethnic

Heterosexist
.94

Age

.92

Avoided touching you (e.g., shaking your
hand) because of your sexual orientation?

.93

Made negative remarks based on your
sexual orientation about you to other coworkers?
Tampered with your materials (e.g.,
computer files, telephone) because of
your sexual orientation?
Physically hurt (e.g., punched, hit, kicked,
or beat) you because of your sexual
orientation?
Set you up on a date with someone when
you did not want it?
Left you out of social events because of
your sexual orientation?
Asked you questions about your personal
or love life that made you uncomfortable
(e.g., why you don’t ever date anyone or
come to office social events)?

.92

Displayed or distributed homophobic
literature or materials in your office (e.g.,
e-mail, flyers, brochures)?
Made you afraid that you would be
treated poorly if you discussed your
sexual orientation?

.92

Religion

Offensive
.03

Exclude

Unfavorable

Change

Resources

Attention

.07
.36
.05

.92

.12

.02

.91

-.03

.94
-.01

.95
.87

.14

-.10

.93

-.05
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Sexual
Made you feel it was necessary for you to
hide your sexual orientation in social
situations (e.g., bringing an other-sex date
to a company social event, going to a
heterosexual “strip” bar for business
purposes)?
Made you feel it was necessary for you to
lie about your personal or love life?
Made you feel it was necessary for you to
“act straight”?
Made you feel as though you had to alter
discussions about your personal or love
life to appear “more straight”?
Made unwanted attempts to draw you into
a discussion of personal or sexual matters
(e.g., attempted to discuss or comment on
your sex life)?
Gave you any unwanted sexual attention?
Made unwanted attempts to stroke or
fondle you?
The people I work with treat me less
favorably because of my age.
My immediate supervisor treats me less
favorably than other workers because of
my age.
At work, I feel uncomfortable when
others make jokes or negative
commentaries about people of my
religious background.
At work, I sometimes feel that my
religion is a limitation.
At work, many people have stereotypes
about my religious group and treat me as
if they were true.

Ethnic

Heterosexist
.91

Age

Religion

Offensive

Exclude

Unfavorable

Change

Resources

Attention

.17

.86

.22

.88

.32

.90

.36

.88

.27

.88
.89

.41
.33
.91

.16

.89

.16

.66

.10

.91
.90
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-.05

Sexual

Ethnic

Heterosexist

Age

At work, I sometimes feel that people
actively try to stop me from advancing
because of my religious orientation.
At work, I feel that others exclude me
from their activities because of my
religious background.
At work, people look down upon me if I
practice customs of my religion.

Religion

Offensive

Exclude

Unfavorable

Change

.00

.94

.94

.95

Resources

.01

.05

Note: Sexual = sexual harassment; ethnic = ethnic harassment; heterosexist = heterosexist harassment; age = age harassment;
religion = religious harassment; offensive = offensive comments and jokes; unfavorable = unfavorable treatment; pressure =
pressure to change; resources = influence on access to resources; attention = unwanted attention; all loadings are standardized;
significant loadings are bolded
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Attention

Model 1 was tested in Samples 2 and 3 to confirm the results from Sample 1. As shown
in Table 9, the higher-order model reflecting the harassment items loading onto the five types of
workplace harassment which then loaded onto the higher-order broad harassment variable
demonstrated adequate fit in Sample 2 (CFI = .90, TLI = .90, RMSEA = .18, SRMR = .09). An
examination of the model showed that the five harassment constructs all demonstrated strong,
significant loadings onto the higher-order factor. The exception was the relatively weak loading
age harassment (.27). The CFA was next tested in Sample 3 and the results are shown in Table
10. Results indicated marginal fit of the model (CFI = .93, TLI = .92, RMSEA = .21, SRMR
= .11) and all five forms of workplace harassment demonstrated strong and significant loadings
onto the higher-order broad harassment variable. Although age harassment had a weak loading in
Sample 2, results from Sample 1 (.70) and Sample 3 (.65) uphold retaining age harassment in
the model. Thus, subsequent models were tested including age harassment as an indicator of
broad harassment. Together, the CFA results demonstrate support for conceptualizing the broad
harassment variable as a higher-order model where the harassment items load onto their
respective type of harassment and those five types of harassment load onto a single, higher-order
variable. Thus, Hypothesis 1 was supported.
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Table 9. Higher-Order CFA Reflecting the Five Types of Harassment Loading onto Broad Harassment: Sample 2.
Sexual
Harassment
.45
.63
.54

Told suggestive stories or jokes that were offensive to you?
Made unwanted attempts to discuss sexual matters with you?
Made crude or offensive sexual remarks, either publicly or to you
privately?
Made offensive remarks about your appearance, body, or sexual activities?
Given you unwanted sexual attention?
Stared, leered, or ogled you in a way that made you feel uncomfortable?
Attempted to establish a romantic sexual relationship with you despite
your efforts to discourage it?
Displayed, used, or distributed offensive or suggestive materials?
Made offensive sexist comments?
Repeatedly made requests for drinks, dinner, etc. despite rejection?
Made you feel like you were being bribed with some sort of reward or
special Treatment to engage in sexual behavior?
Made you feel threatened with some sort of retaliation for not being
sexually cooperative?
Touched you in a way that made you feel uncomfortable?
Made unwanted attempts to stroke, kiss, or fondle you?
Made it necessary to cooperate sexually to be well treated?
Made you feel afraid of poor treatment if you didn’t cooperate sexually?
Treated you badly for refusing to cooperate sexually?
Someone at work makes derogatory comments about your ethnicity?
Someone at work tells jokes about your ethnic group?
Someone at work uses ethnic slurs to describe you?
Someone at work excludes you from social interactions during or after
work because of your ethnicity?
Someone at work fails to give you information you need to do your job
because of your ethnicity?
Someone at work makes racist comments (for example, says people of
your ethnicity aren’t very smart or can’t do the job)?
Someone at work makes you feel as if you have to give up your ethnic
identity to get along at work?

Ethnic
Harassment

.64
.74
.65
.71
.69
.53
.78
.88
.91
.88
.85
.91
.89
.88
.62
.58
.78
.88
.91
.77
.92
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Heterosexist
Harassment

Age
Harassment

Religion
Harassment

Sexual
Harassment

Told offensive jokes about lesbians, gay men, or bisexual people (e.g.
“fag” or “dyke” jokes, AIDS jokes)?
Made homophobic remarks in general (e.g. saying that gay people are sick
or unfit to be parents)?
Ignored you in the office or in a meeting because of your sexual
orientation?
Made crude or offensive sexual remarks about you either publicly (e.g., in
the office) or to you privately?
Made homophobic remarks about you personally (e.g., saying you were
abnormal or perverted)?
Called you a “dyke,” “faggot,” “fence-sitter,” or some similar slur?
Avoided touching you (e.g., shaking your hand) because of your sexual
orientation?
Made negative remarks based on your sexual orientation about you to
other co-workers?
Tampered with your materials (e.g., computer files, telephone) because of
your sexual orientation?
Physically hurt (e.g., punched, hit, kicked, or beat) you because of your
sexual orientation?
Set you up on a date with someone when you did not want it?
Left you out of social events because of your sexual orientation?
Asked you questions about your personal or love life that made you
uncomfortable (e.g., why you don’t ever date anyone or come to office
social events)?
Displayed or distributed homophobic literature or materials in your office
(e.g., e-mail, flyers, brochures)?
Made you afraid that you would be treated poorly if you discussed your
sexual orientation?
Made you feel it was necessary for you to hide your sexual orientation in
social situations (e.g., bringing an other-sex date to a company social
event, going to a heterosexual “strip” bar for business purposes)?
Made you feel it was necessary for you to lie about your personal or love
life?
Made you feel it was necessary for you to “act straight”?
Made you feel as though you had to alter discussions about your personal
or love life to appear “more straight”?
Made unwanted attempts to draw you into a discussion of personal or
sexual matters (e.g., attempted to discuss or comment on your sex life)?

Ethnic
Harassment

Heterosexist
Harassment
.34
.48
.83
.73
.77
.81
.75
.80
.76
.90
.80
.95
.64

.94
.80
.84

.56
.80
.86
.81
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Age
Harassment

Religion
Harassment

Sexual
Harassment

Gave you any unwanted sexual attention?
Made unwanted attempts to stroke or fondle you?
The people I work with treat me less favorably because of my age.
My immediate supervisor treats me less favorably than other workers
because of my age.
At work, I feel uncomfortable when others make jokes or negative
commentaries about people of my religious background.
At work, I sometimes feel that my religion is a limitation.
At work, many people have stereotypes about my religious group and treat
me as if they were true.
At work, I sometimes feel that people actively try to stop me from
advancing because of my religious orientation.
At work, I feel that others exclude me from their activities because of my
religious background.
At work, people look down upon me if I practice customs of my religion.
Loadings onto Broad Harassment

Ethnic
Harassment

Heterosexist
Harassment
.73
.84

Age
Harassment

Religion
Harassment

.85
.91
.44
.79
.82
.90
.96

.74

Note: All loadings are standardized; significant loadings are bolded
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.90

.27

.89

.95
.47

Table 10. Higher-Order CFA Reflecting the Five Types of Harassment Loading onto Broad Harassment: Sample 3.
Sexual
Harassment
.40
.63
.64

Told suggestive stories or jokes that were offensive to you?
Made unwanted attempts to discuss sexual matters with you?
Made crude or offensive sexual remarks, either publicly or to you
privately?
Made offensive remarks about your appearance, body, or sexual activities?
Given you unwanted sexual attention?
Stared, leered, or ogled you in a way that made you feel uncomfortable?
Attempted to establish a romantic sexual relationship with you despite
your efforts to discourage it?
Displayed, used, or distributed offensive or suggestive materials?
Made offensive sexist comments?
Repeatedly made requests for drinks, dinner, etc. despite rejection?
Made you feel like you were being bribed with some sort of reward or
special Treatment to engage in sexual behavior?
Made you feel threatened with some sort of retaliation for not being
sexually cooperative?
Touched you in a way that made you feel uncomfortable?
Made unwanted attempts to stroke, kiss, or fondle you?
Made it necessary to cooperate sexually to be well treated?
Made you feel afraid of poor treatment if you didn’t cooperate sexually?
Treated you badly for refusing to cooperate sexually?
Someone at work makes derogatory comments about your ethnicity?
Someone at work tells jokes about your ethnic group?
Someone at work uses ethnic slurs to describe you?
Someone at work excludes you from social interactions during or after
work because of your ethnicity?
Someone at work fails to give you information you need to do your job
because of your ethnicity?
Someone at work makes racist comments (for example, says people of
your ethnicity aren’t very smart or can’t do the job)?
Someone at work makes you feel as if you have to give up your ethnic
identity to get along at work?

Ethnic
Harassment

.70
.73
.72
.78
.79
.56
.79
.91
.97
.90
.94
.97
.97
.98
.86
.74
.83
.92
.81
.90
.90
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Heterosexist
Harassment

Age
Harassment

Religion
Harassment

Sexual
Harassment

Told offensive jokes about lesbians, gay men, or bisexual people (e.g.
“fag” or “dyke” jokes, AIDS jokes)?
Made homophobic remarks in general (e.g. saying that gay people are sick
or unfit to be parents)?
Ignored you in the office or in a meeting because of your sexual
orientation?
Made crude or offensive sexual remarks about you either publicly (e.g., in
the office) or to you privately?
Made homophobic remarks about you personally (e.g., saying you were
abnormal or perverted)?
Called you a “dyke,” “faggot,” “fence-sitter,” or some similar slur?
Avoided touching you (e.g., shaking your hand) because of your sexual
orientation?
Made negative remarks based on your sexual orientation about you to
other co-workers?
Tampered with your materials (e.g., computer files, telephone) because of
your sexual orientation?
Physically hurt (e.g., punched, hit, kicked, or beat) you because of your
sexual orientation?
Set you up on a date with someone when you did not want it?
Left you out of social events because of your sexual orientation?
Asked you questions about your personal or love life that made you
uncomfortable (e.g., why you don’t ever date anyone or come to office
social events)?
Displayed or distributed homophobic literature or materials in your office
(e.g., e-mail, flyers, brochures)?
Made you afraid that you would be treated poorly if you discussed your
sexual orientation?
Made you feel it was necessary for you to hide your sexual orientation in
social situations (e.g., bringing an other-sex date to a company social
event, going to a heterosexual “strip” bar for business purposes)?
Made you feel it was necessary for you to lie about your personal or love
life?
Made you feel it was necessary for you to “act straight”?
Made you feel as though you had to alter discussions about your personal
or love life to appear “more straight”?
Made unwanted attempts to draw you into a discussion of personal or
sexual matters (e.g., attempted to discuss or comment on your sex life)?

Ethnic
Harassment

Heterosexist
Harassment
.50
.58
.87
.70
.93
.76
.98
.95
.95
.95
.95
.77
.73

.76
.91
.97

.90
.87
.97
.83
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Age
Harassment

Religion
Harassment

Sexual
Harassment

Gave you any unwanted sexual attention?
Made unwanted attempts to stroke or fondle you?
The people I work with treat me less favorably because of my age.
My immediate supervisor treats me less favorably than other workers
because of my age.
At work, I feel uncomfortable when others make jokes or negative
commentaries about people of my religious background.
At work, I sometimes feel that my religion is a limitation.
At work, many people have stereotypes about my religious group and treat
me as if they were true.
At work, I sometimes feel that people actively try to stop me from
advancing because of my religious orientation.
At work, I feel that others exclude me from their activities because of my
religious background.
At work, people look down upon me if I practice customs of my religion.
Loadings onto Broad Harassment

Ethnic
Harassment

Heterosexist
Harassment
.66
.96

Age
Harassment

Religion
Harassment

.96
.73
.48
.82
.81
.97
.96

.94

Note: All loadings are standardized; significant loadings are bolded
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.76

.65

.96

.96
.67

CHAPTER FIVE: PHASE TWO METHODOLOGY
Participants
Phase 1 suggested that multiple forms of workplace harassment shared enough variance
to be modeled as a single construct. Phase 2 extended those findings by: 1) examining the
predictors of broad harassment (Hypotheses 2-5); 2) estimating the relationships between
workplace harassment and attitudinal, behavioral, and health outcomes (Hypotheses 6-8); and 3)
comparing the magnitude of the relationships between broad harassment and broadly-defined
outcomes to the relationships between specific forms of harassment and specific outcomes
(Hypothesis 9). Data from the three samples described in Phase 1 (Sample 1: N = 444; Sample 2:
N = 274; Sample 3: N = 215) were also utilized in Phase 2.
Workplace Harassment Measures
The measures used to assess the five forms of workplace harassment (i.e., sexual
harassment, ethnic harassment, age harassment, heterosexist harassment, and religious
harassment) were previously discussed in Phase 1. All measures had acceptable reliabilities
across the three samples.
Antecedent Measures
Perceptions of diversity climate were measured using McKay et al.’s (2007) Diversity
Climate Perceptions scale. This scale assesses employee perceptions that their organization
engages in fair personnel practices and the extent to which minorities are integrated into the
organization. This scale includes nine items that assess organizational practices, such as
recruiting from diverse sources, openly communicating diversity, and developing a working
environment that values diverse perspectives. Scale responses range from well below
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expectations to well above expectations. Perceptions of diversity climate were measured in
Sample 3 and demonstrated acceptable reliability (α = .97).
Victim personality was measured using the Ten-Item Personality Inventory (TIPI;
Gosling, Rentfrow, & Swann, 2003). The TIPI contains ten items assessing extraversion,
neuroticism, agreeableness, openness, and conscientiousness. Each item contains a pair of traits
and respondents are asked to indicate whether the traits are representative of themselves
(measured in Sample 3). Victim personality was measured in Sample 3 and the reliability for
each of the subscales is as follows: extraversion α = .67; neuroticism α = .58; agreeableness α
= .27; openness α = .39; and conscientiousness α = .38. The alphas are lower than recommended
standards (Nunnally, 1978), but they are similar to those reported in the initial validation of the
TIPI scale (Gosling et al., 2003). As Gosling et al. noted, the alpha estimates are biased by the
small number of items included in each subscale. Instead, the authors argued that test-retest
reliability is more appropriate for these scales; however, that information is unavailable in the
current paper.
Victim negative affectivity was measured using the PANAS (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen,
1988), which asks respondents to report the extent to which they feel several negative emotions.
Given that the current study is interested in trait negative affect, participants were instructed to
report their experiences with these emotions in general (measured in Sample 3; α = .88).
Outcome Measures
Job satisfaction and affective commitment were included as indicators of job attitudes.
Job satisfaction was measured using five items that tap global job satisfaction (Brayfield &
Rothe, 1951; Judge, Bono, & Locke, 2000; Sample 1 α = .77; Sample 2 α = .86; Sample 3 α
= .84). An example item is, “I feel fairly satisfied with my present job.” Allen and Meyer’s
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(1990) 8-item Organizational Commitment Scale was used to assess the extent to which
participants feel affectively committed to their organizations (α = .75, .81, .79). Sample item: “I
would be very happy to spend the rest of my career with this organization.” Both job attitudes
measures utilized a 5-point Likert scale with response options ranging from “strongly disagree”
to “strongly agree”.
The current study included two measures of job behaviors thought to be influenced by
experiences with perceived workplace harassment: task performance and organizational
citizenship behaviors. The in-role performance scale (Williams & Anderson, 1991) was used to
measure task performance. This scale consists of 7 items that ask participants to self-report the
extent to which they fulfill their job requirements (Sample 1 α = .85; Sample 2 α = .89; Sample 3
α = .89). A sample item is: “I fulfill the responsibilities specified in my job description.” The
Organizational Citizenship Behavior Scale was used to measure participants’ engagement in
extra-role behaviors (Lee & Allen, 2002). This 16-item scale assesses both citizenship behaviors
aimed at the organization as well as citizenship behaviors aimed at individuals within the
organization (sample item: “I willingly give my time to help others who have work-related
problems”; α = .94, .92, .93).
Employee health measures included mental health symptoms and physical health
symptoms. Global mental health symptomology was measured using the 5-item shortened
version of the Mental Health Inventory (Berwick et al., 1991; Veit & Ware, 1983). This scale
asks participants to indicate how often they have felt five mental health symptoms in the past
month (example: “Have you felt so down in the dumps that nothing could cheer you up?”; α
= .69, .81, .79). Spector and Jex’s (1998) Physical Health Inventory was utilized, which asks
participants to indicate the frequency with which they have experienced 12 physical health
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symptoms in the past month, including backaches, eye strain, tiredness or fatigue, and an upset
stomach or nausea. The physical health scale had acceptable reliability in all samples (α
= .93, .89, .88).
Analyses
Structural equation modeling and regression analyses were used to address the questions
asked in Phase 2. First, to test Hypotheses 2-5, perceptions of diversity climate, victim
personality, and victim negative affectivity were tested as predictors of broad harassment using
structural equation modeling (shown in Figure 1). Next, Hypotheses 6-8 were tested by
conducting regression analyses to examine the relationships between workplace harassment and
each of the attitudinal, behavioral, and health outcomes. Lastly, three structural equation models
were tested to examine Hypothesis 9, which proposed that the relationships between broad
harassment and broadly-defined outcomes would exceed the relationships between specific
forms of harassment and specific outcomes.
The first model represents the broad harassment variable predicting broadlyconceptualized job attitudes (Figure 2). Drawing on previous research, job satisfaction and
affective commitment were modeled as indicators of a broad job attitude construct (Harrison et
al., 2006; Newman et al., 2010). The second model (Figure 3) includes the broad harassment
construct predicting broad employee behaviors, which was comprised of task performance and
organizational citizenship behaviors (Harrison et al., 2006; Newman et al., 2010). The last model
(Figure 4) consists of broad harassment predicting broad employee health, which was modeled as
a latent factor reflecting mental health symptoms and physical health symptoms. These
indicators of employee health were combined given their strong empirical and conceptual
relationships (e.g., Cortina et al., 2001; Danna & Griffin, 1999; Darr & Johns, 2008; Yu, Lin,
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Chen, Wang, & Chiu, 2007). To test Hypothesis 9, the latent relationships between broad
harassment and broad employee attitudes, behaviors, and health outcomes were compared to the
regression coefficients between specific forms of harassment and specific employee outcomes.
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CHAPTER SIX: PHASE TWO RESULTS
The purpose of Phase 2 was to: 1) test the antecedents of broad harassment; 2) examine
the attitudinal, behavioral, and health consequences associated with broad harassment; and 3)
explore whether the harassment-outcome relationships are strongest when both are modeled
broadly. The means, standard deviations, and intercorrelations for the three samples are shown in
Tables 3-5. Given that Phase 1 confirmed the item-level factor structure of the broad harassment
variable in all three samples, the remaining models were tested using scale-level indicators for
each form of workplace harassment (i.e., harassment was modeled as a single latent variable with
five indicators representing the scale scores for sexual, ethnic, age, heterosexist, and religious
harassment). Scale-score indicators were also used for the antecedent and outcome variables
given that previous work has established the factor structures of these scales.
Antecedents of Broad Harassment
The first goal of Phase 2 was to test the antecedents of broad harassment. Data were
available to test these relationships in Sample 3. As shown in Figure 1, perceptions of diversity
climate, victim personality, and victim negative affectivity were tested as predictors of broad
harassment. The model demonstrated adequate fit (CFI = .98, TLI = .96, RMSEA = .06, SRMR
= .03). Hypothesis 2 predicted that perceptions of diversity climate would be negatively related
to perceptions of broad harassment. Results indicated a significant negative relationship between
perceived diversity climate and broad harassment (γ = -.17, p < .05), which supports Hypothesis
2.
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Diversity
Climate
Agreeableness

Extraversion

-.17*

-.02

.08

Broad
Harassment

-.15
Neuroticism
-.08
Conscientious
-.04
Openness
.44*
Negative
Affectivity

.91
Sexual
Harassment

.66

.82
Ethnic
Harassment

Figure 1. Antecedents of Workplace Harassment.
Note: N = 215; CFI = .98, TLI = .96, RMSEA = .06, SRMR = .03
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Age
Harassment

.91

.66

Heterosexist
Harassment

Religious
Harassment

Therefore, organizations that demonstrate more positive attitudes toward diversity can
discourage a variety of forms of workplace harassment. Hypotheses 3 and 4 predicted that victim
agreeableness and extraversion would be negatively, and victim neuroticism and
conscientiousness would be positively, related to broad harassment. An examination of the paths
between the five personality variables and broad harassment indicated that none of the
personality variables were significantly associated with broad harassment (agreeableness: γ =
-.02, n.s.; extraversion: γ = .08, n.s.; neuroticism: γ = -.15, n.s.; conscientiousness: γ = -.08, n.s.;
openness: γ = -.04, n.s.). Thus, the findings do not support Hypotheses 3 and 4. Hypothesis 5
stated that victim trait negative affectivity would be positively associated with perceptions of
broad harassment. Supporting this hypothesis, results demonstrated a significant positive
relationship between victim negative affectivity and broad harassment (γ = .44, p < .05),
suggesting that higher negative affectivity is associated with increased perceptions of broad
workplace harassment. Together, these findings suggest that both perceptions of diversity
climate and victim negative affectivity predict employee reports of multiple forms of workplace
harassment.
Outcomes of Broad Harassment
It was hypothesized that workplace harassment would be associated with decreased job
satisfaction and affective commitment (Hypothesis 6); decrements in performance and OCB
(Hypothesis 7); and increased mental and physical health symptoms (Hypothesis 8). Regression
analyses were conducted to test the relationships between the five forms of workplace
harassment and the outcome variables. These analyses are shown in Tables 11-13. Results
showed mixed support for Hypothesis 6. In most cases, workplace harassment had a significant
negative relationship with job satisfaction in Samples 1 and 2.
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Table 11. Workplace Harassment Predicting Employee Outcomes: Sample 1.
Sexual Harassment
β
R2
Sample 1
Job satisfaction
Affective commitment
Task performance
OCB
Mental health
Physical health

-.17*
-.14*
-.41*
.21*
.33*
.57*

.03
.02
.17
.04
.11
.33

Ethnic Harassment
β
R2
-.17*
-.15*
-.39*
.21*
.33*
.53*

.03
.02
.15
.04
.11
.28

Note: N = 444
* p < .05
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Age Harassment
β
R2
-.24*
-.17*
-.39*
.12*
.28*
.36*

.06
.03
.15
.02
.08
.13

Heterosexist Harassment
β
R2
-.16*
-.12*
-.38*
.22*
.34*
.55*

.03
.01
.15
.05
.12
.30

Religious Harassment
β
R2
-.23*
-.22*
-.38*
.12*
.32*
.40*

.05
.05
.14
.02
.11
.16

Table 12. Workplace Harassment Predicting Employee Outcomes: Sample 2.
Sexual Harassment
β
R2
Job satisfaction
-.16*
.03
Affective commitment
-.08
.01
Task performance
-.45*
.20
OCB
-.01
.00
Mental health
.13*
.02
Physical health
.24*
.06

Ethnic Harassment
β
R2
-.04
.00
.04
.00
-.44*
.20
.03
.00
.11
.01
.10
.01

Note: N = 274
* p < .05
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Age Harassment
β
R2
-.22*
.05
-.17*
.03
-.28*
.08
-.16*
.02
.16*
.03
.05
.00

Heterosexist Harassment
β
R2
-.07
.01
.00
.00
-.45*
.20
.00
.00
.12*
.02
.15*
.02

Religious Harassment
β
R2
-.18*
.03
-.09
.01
-.38*
.15
-.18*
.03
.25*
.06
.21*
.04

Table 13. Workplace Harassment Predicting Employee Outcomes: Sample 3.

Job satisfaction
Affective commitment
Task performance
OCB
Mental health
Physical health

Sexual Harassment Ethnic Harassment
β
R2
β
R2
-.12
.01
-.11
.01
-.05
.00
-.10
.01
-.26*
.07
-.19*
.04
.03
.00
.05
.00
.25*
.06
.13
.02
.33*
.11
.27*
.08

Note: N = 215
* p < .05
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Age Harassment
β
R2
-.02
.00
.00
.00
-.03
.00
.14*
.02
.14*
.02
.31*
.10

Heterosexist Harassment
β
R2
-.12
.01
-.05
.00
-.32*
.10
.00
.00
.15*
.02
.32*
.10

Religious Harassment
β
R2
-.13
.02
-.08
.01
-.15*
.02
.03
.00
.16*
.02
.24*
.06

In Sample 3, these relationships were negative but failed to reach significance. Further,
workplace harassment was significantly negatively associated with affective commitment in
Sample 1, but weakly related to affective commitment in Samples 2 and 3.
In support of Hypothesis 7, workplace harassment had consistent significant negative
relationships with task performance across the three samples. However, the harassment-OCB
relationships ran counter to Hypothesis 7 in all samples. The relationships ranged from moderate
positive relationships to moderate negative relationships, with many being near-zero. In
combination, this provides partial support for Hypothesis 7. Lastly, workplace harassment was
significantly positively related to mental health symptoms and physical health symptoms across
all samples, supporting Hypothesis 8.
Supplemental OCB Analyses
One potential reason for the unexpected relationships between workplace harassment and
OCB is that perceived workplace harassment could have a differential relationship with OCB
depending on the target of the citizenship behaviors. Two forms of organizational citizenship
behaviors are commonly recognized: behaviors targeted at the organization (OCBO) and
behaviors targeted at individuals in the organization (OCBI). To test this whether the target of
OCB impacts the harassment-OCB relationship, separate regressions were calculated for the five
forms of harassment and OCBI and OCBO. Results, shown in Table 14, indicated that workplace
harassment tended to have stronger relationships with OCBO than OCBI. However, the direction
of the relationships was relatively consistent across the two forms of OCB. Therefore, it does not
appear that the target of citizenship behaviors explains the unexpected harassment-OCB
relationships.
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Table 14. Intercorrelations Between Workplace Harassment and OCBI and OCBO.
Sexual Harassment
β
R2

Ethnic Harassment
β
R2

Age Harassment
β
R2

Heterosexist Harassment
β
R2

Religious Harassment
β
R2

Sample 1
OCBI
OCBO

.14*
.21*

.02
.04

.15*
.20*

.02
.04

.10*
.11*

.01
.01

.13*
.24*

.02
.06

.08
.11*

.01
.01

Sample 2
OCBI
OCBO

-.01
.03

.00
.00

-.04
.07

.00
.01

-.09
-.19*

.01
.04

-.03
.01

.00
.00

-.16*
-.16*

.03
.03

Sample 3
OCBI
OCBO

.01
.04

.00
.00

.03
.06

.00
.00

.10
.14*

.01
.02

-.02
.02

.00
.00

-.02
.06

.00
.00

Note: Sample 1: N = 444; Sample 2: N = 274; Sample 3: N = 215
* p < .05
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In sum, broad harassment was associated with decreased job satisfaction, decrements in
task performance, and greater mental and physical health symptomology. However, broad
harassment demonstrated inconsistent relationships with affective commitment and OCB. I
elaborate on these unexpected findings in the Discussion section.
Broadening the Criteria
Hypothesis 9 predicted that broadening the conceptualization of both workplace
harassment and its outcomes would result in stronger relationships than those seen between
specific forms of harassment and specific outcomes. Three models were tested to assess this
hypothesis for broad job attitudes, broad job behaviors, and broad employee health outcomes.
The first model tested the relationship between broad workplace harassment and broad job
attitudes (Figure 2). The model demonstrated adequate fit in Sample 1 (CFI = .98, TLI = .96,
RMSEA = .10, SRMR = .05), Sample 2 (CFI = .95, TLI = .92, RMSEA = .10, SRMR = .08), and
Sample 3 (CFI = .99, TLI = .99, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .03). The latent relationship between
broad harassment and broad job attitudes was significant in Sample 1 (γ = -.20, p < .05), but did
not reach significance in Sample 2 (γ = -.05, n.s.) or Sample 3 (γ = -.11, n.s.). Similar to Phase 1,
the RMSEA values were higher than recommended cutoffs. However, as previously noted, this is
consistent with prior work on mistreatment (Nye et al., 2010).
The second model estimated the relationship between broad workplace harassment and
broad job behaviors (Figure 3). This model demonstrated poor fit in Sample 1 (CFI = .93, TLI
= .90, RMSEA = .16, SRMR = .17) and Sample 2 (CFI = .88, TLI = .83, RMSEA = .15, SRMR
= .13). However, the model demonstrated adequate fit in Sample 3 (CFI = .97, TLI = .95,
RMSEA = .10, SRMR = .08).
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.79/.75/.78
-.20*/-.05/-.11

Broad
Harassment

Job
Satisfaction

Job
Attitudes
Affective
.91/.90/.86 Commitment

.94/.72/.91

Sexual
Harassment

.88/.81/.83

Ethnic
Harassment

.67/.21/.66

.92/.87/.91

Age
Harassment

.74/.40/.66

Heterosexist
Harassment

Religious
Harassment

Figure 2. Broad Harassment Predicting Broad Job Attitudes.
Note: Sample 1: N = 444; CFI = .98, TLI = .96, RMSEA = .10, SRMR = .05; Sample 2: N = 274; CFI = .95, TLI = .92, RMSEA
= .10, SRMR = .08; Sample 3: N = 215; CFI = .99, TLI = .99, RMSEA = .05, SRMR = .03
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.45/.57/.67

-.42*/-.72*/-.29*

Broad
Harassment

Job
Behaviors
.37/.44/.50

.94/.72/.91

Sexual
Harassment

.88/.80/.82

Ethnic
Harassment

.67/.23/.66

.92/.86/.92

Age
Harassment

Task
Performance

OCB

.74/.42/.66

Heterosexist
Harassment

Religious
Harassment

Figure 3. Broad Harassment Predicting Broad Job Behaviors.
Note: Sample 1: N = 444; CFI = .93, TLI = .90, RMSEA = .16, SRMR = .17; Sample 2: N = 274; CFI = .88, TLI = .83, RMSEA
= .15, SRMR = .13; Sample 3: N = 215; CFI = .97, TLI = .95, RMSEA = .10, SRMR = .08
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.74/.68/.69
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Symptoms
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.92/.87/.91 .74/.41/.66
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Figure 4. Broad Harassment Predicting Broad Employee Health.
Note: Sample 1: N = 444; CFI = .97, TLI = .95, RMSEA = .13, SRMR = .09; Sample 2: N = 274; CFI = .95, TLI = .92, RMSEA
= .10, SRMR = .07; Sample 3: N = 215; CFI = .98, TLI = .97, RMSEA = .08, SRMR = .05
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The lack of fit of these models may be a result of the relatively low correlations among the
behavioral constructs in Sample 1 and Sample 2 (Sample 1: r = .14; Sample 2: r = .20; Sample 3:
r = .32). The latent relationships between broad harassment and broad job behaviors were
significant in all three samples (Sample 1: γ = -.42, p < .05; Sample 2: γ = -.72, p < .05; Sample
3: γ = -.29, p < .05). However, these estimates should be interpreted with caution given the poor
fit of the behavioral models.
The last model examined the relationship between broad workplace harassment and
broad employee health (Figure 4). The model had adequate fit in all three samples (Sample 1:
CFI = .97, TLI = .95, RMSEA = .13, SRMR = .09; Sample 2: CFI = .95, TLI = .92, RMSEA
= .10, SRMR = .07; Sample 3: CFI = .98, TLI = .97, RMSEA = .08, SRMR = .05). An
examination of the latent relationships between broad harassment and broad employee health
showed a significant relationship between broad harassment on health outcomes (Sample 1: γ
= .66, p < .05; Sample 2: γ = .26, p < .05; Sample 3: γ = .41, p < .05).
Supplemental Models
As previously noted, the behavioral models did not demonstrate good fit and this might
be a result of the weak relationships between task performance and OCB. A post-hoc model was
tested that includes broad workplace harassment predicting task performance and OCB
separately (i.e., the behavioral constructs were modeled separately instead of representing a
single latent variable; Figure 5). The model had adequate fit in Sample 1 (CFI = .97, TLI = .95,
RMSEA = .12, SRMR = .06), moderate fit in Sample 2 (CFI = .92, TLI = .89, RMSEA = .13,
SRMR = .08), and adequate fit in Sample 3 (CFI = .95, TLI = .93, RMSEA = .13, SRMR = .08).
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Figure 5. Broad Harassment Predicting Task Performance and OCB.
Note: Sample 1: N = 444; CFI = .97, TLI = .95, RMSEA = .12, SRMR = .06; Sample 2: N = 274; CFI = .92, TLI = .89, RMSEA =
.13, SRMR = .08; Sample 3: N = 215; CFI = .95, TLI = .93, RMSEA = .13, SRMR = .08
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Model comparisons indicated the models including task performance and OCB as separate
variables had significantly better fit in comparison to the broad behavioral model in Sample 1
(RMSEA CI [.14, .18] vs. [.07, .12]; ΔCFI = .04) and Sample 2 (RMSEA CI [.12, .17] vs. [.08,
.14]; ΔCFI = .04). Subsequent comparisons were therefore made using the model that treated
task performance and OCB as separate outcomes.
Comparing Broad Harassment to Discrete Forms of Harassment
I next compared the relationships between discrete forms of harassment (e.g., sexual
harassment) and discrete outcomes to the relationships between the broad harassment variable
and broadly-defined outcomes. The latent relationships from Figures 2-4 were compared to the
standardized regression coefficients presented in Tables 11-13. Comparisons were made using
the average relationship between discrete forms of workplace harassment and the discrete
attitudinal, behavioral, and health outcomes in each sample. The latent relationships between
broad harassment and broad job attitudes (Sample 1: γ = -.20; Sample 2: γ = -.05; Sample 3: γ = .11) were similar or weaker in magnitude to the relationships between discrete harassment
constructs and discrete attitudinal variables (Sample 1: βavg = -.18; Sample 2: βavg = -.10; Sample
3: βavg = -.09).
Because of the poor fit of the broad behavioral models, comparisons were made using the
relationships between broad harassment and task performance and OCB instead of the
relationships between broad harassment and broad job behaviors. An examination of the task
performance relationships showed that task performance was more strongly related to broad
harassment (γ = -.44, -.57, -.29) than the specific forms of harassment (βavg = -.39, -.40, -.19) in
Samples 1, 2, and 3, respectively. However, the relationships between broad harassment and
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OCB (γ = .22, -.04, .03) were similar to the relationships between specific forms of harassment
and OCB (βavg = .18, -.06, .05).
The last comparison considered the relationships between harassment and employee
health. The relationships between broad harassment and broad employee health (γ = .66, .26, .41)
exceeded the relationships between specific forms of harassment and specific health indicators
(βavg = .40, .15, .23) in Samples 1, 2, and 3, respectively. Thus, the findings suggest that
broadening the conceptualization of workplace harassment improves predictive validity for task
performance and employee health, but not job attitudes or OCB, which provides partial support
for Hypothesis 9.
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CHAPTER SEVEN: DISCUSSION
The current study sought to examine whether the conceptualization of workplace
harassment should be shifted from measuring single, discrete forms of harassment to measuring
multiple forms of harassment in concert. In service of this goal, there were four primary aims of
this work. First, this study tested whether multiple forms of harassment can be modeled as a
single broad harassment variable. Second, predictors were proposed and tested to determine
whether a common set of antecedents are shared across forms of workplace harassment. Third,
the current study examined the attitudinal, behavioral, and health outcomes associated with
multiple forms of workplace harassment. Lastly, the relative magnitude of the relationships
between broadly-defined harassment and broad employee outcomes were compared to the
relationships between specific harassment constructs and specific outcomes to determine if the
predictive validity is improved when a broader conceptualization of workplace harassment is
adopted.
Results demonstrated support for broadening the conceptualization of workplace
harassment, showing significant intercorrelations among the five measured forms of harassment
(i.e., sexual harassment, ethnic harassment, age harassment, heterosexist harassment, and
religious harassment). Results also indicated that multiple forms of harassment can be modeled
as a single variable. Further, perceived diversity climate and victim negative affectivity
significantly predicted reports of broad harassment, which suggests that antecedent variables
influence the occurrence of a multitude of forms of workplace harassment. Broad harassment
was, in turn, associated with decreased job satisfaction, decrements in task performance, and
elevated mental and physical health symptoms. Results further indicated that the relationships
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between workplace harassment and task performance and health outcomes are stronger when
both are conceptualized broadly. However, contrary to expectations, the same increase in
predictive validity was not found for job attitudes or OCB.
Theoretical Implications
The current findings contribute to workplace harassment theory in several ways. The
primary goal of the current study was to test whether multiple forms of harassment can be
integrated into a unified theory of workplace harassment. As scholars have recently noted,
harassment literature tends to exist in silos where researchers study a single form of harassment
in isolation from other harassing experiences employees may face on the job (Dipboye &
Colella, 2005; Ruggs et al., 2013; Joseph & Rousis, 2013; Raver & Nishii, 2010; Rospenda &
Richman, 2004). This approach has led to fragmentation in the existing work that limits our
understanding of whether different forms of harassment represent a common theoretical
phenomenon. The current study attempts to examine the commonalities among multiple forms of
harassment.
The first step toward assessing these commonalities was to explore the interrelationships
among discrete forms of workplace harassment. Relationships among the five forms of
workplace harassment were significant across all three samples (the average correlations
were .69, .39, and .63, respectively). It is worth noting that the relationships among the
harassment variables are similar to those seen among facets of established constructs. For
example, OCB and CWB are both divided into behaviors directed at the organization (OCB-O
and CWB-O) and behaviors directed at other individuals in the organization (OCB-I and CWBI). The meta-analytic relationships between the facets of OCB (ρ = .64) and the facets of CWB (ρ
= .70; Dalal, 2005) are similar to the relationships among discrete forms of harassment found in
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the current study. Similarly, the facets of burnout demonstrate meta-analytic relationships (ρ
= .64, -.33, -.36; Lee & Ashforth, 1996) that are similar to the relationships among the five
harassment constructs. Harrison, Newman, and Roth (2006) also argued that job satisfaction and
organizational commitment should be considered a single attitudinal factor based on their
relationship of .60.
Further, confirmatory factor analyses offer initial support for modeling specific forms of
workplace harassment as a single latent variable. I acknowledge that there are other approaches
to examining harassment more broadly, but argue that there are advantages to modeling multiple
forms of harassment as a latent variable. First, previous studies have used regression analyses to
examine if multiple forms of harassment explain incremental variance in outcomes. The current
study was not interested in the incremental prediction of harassment constructs but instead
focused on how multiple forms of harassment, as a set, relate to outcomes. In particular, the
current study was concerned with the relationships between broadly-conceptualized workplace
harassment and broadly-conceptualized employee outcomes. The compatibility principle argues
that predictor-outcome relationships are strongest when they are defined at the same level of
specificity or breadth (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1977; 1980). This suggests that a broader approach to
studying harassment should be matched with a broader conceptualization of employee outcomes.
Conceptualizing broad harassment as a latent variable allows for the examination of the
relationships between broad harassment and broadly-conceptualized outcomes whereas
regression approaches do not.
The second approach would be to design a single scale that measures workplace
harassment at a higher level of abstraction whereby the measure does not make reference to a
single type of harassment. A general measure that globally assesses harassment based on all
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group memberships would offer practical benefits. For example, a general measure would reduce
the demand on respondents by measuring multiple harassing experiences using fewer items.
However, this approach is not without drawbacks. A general measure would not provide the
same diagnostic information that is provided by measuring multiple forms of harassment.
Measuring each form of harassment separately allows researchers and practitioners to assess
which forms of harassment are the most prevalent in a particular context while also examining
the relationships between multiple forms of harassment and employee outcomes. Therefore, the
current approach offers the advantage of examining harassment more broadly while also
retaining information about specific forms of harassment.
There was one exception to the empirical support for modeling harassment constructs as
a single variable. The CFA results demonstrated mixed support for including age harassment as
an indicator of broad harassment. Age harassment had significant correlations with the other
forms of harassment in all three samples, but loaded weakly onto the broad harassment variable
in Sample 2. There are two potential reasons for this finding. First, the weaker loadings for age
harassment may be due to the nature of the scale. The scale only consisted of two items that may
not adequately capture the construct space associated with workplace harassment. Conversely,
the scales associated with the other four forms of harassment tapped a wider variety of harassing
experiences and cover more of the behaviors theoretically defined as workplace harassment.
Future work should reexamine the broad harassment variable using a different measure of age
harassment. Second, the included samples had relatively young mean ages and, thus, may not be
representative of employee populations. Replication in a sample with more age diversity is
recommended.
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The next step in assessing the commonalities among multiple forms of harassment was to
determine whether these forms of harassment share a common set of antecedents and
consequences. Results showed that multiple forms of workplace harassment had similar
relationships with the predictors (i.e., perceptions of diversity climate, victim negative
affectivity, and victim personality) as well as job attitudes, job behaviors, and employee health
outcomes, which supports considering multiple discrete forms of harassment in an integrated
theory of workplace harassment. This study also provides some support that measuring and
modeling workplace harassment more broadly strengths our ability to assess the impact
perceptions of harassment have on employee outcomes. The strongest improvements were found
for broad harassment predicting task performance and broadly-defined health. In combination,
these findings advocate for moving beyond a narrow conceptualization of harassment and toward
an expanded conceptualization of harassing experiences.
An additional theoretical contribution is the link between perceptions of organizational
diversity climate and perceptions of a variety of forms of workplace harassment. Studying
perceptions of general diversity climate as an antecedent to harassment departs from traditional
approaches to measuring harassment climates. Scholars tend to propose and measure narrowlydefined climates that are thought to predict harassment. For example, Fitzgerald, Drasgow,
Hulin, Gelfand, and Magley (1997) proposed a model of sexual harassment that includes
tolerance for sexual harassment (i.e., a climate variable specific to sexual harassment) as one of
the two key antecedents of sexual harassment. This model has been influential on subsequent
sexual harassment research, leading sexual harassment climate to be one of the most studied
variables in the harassment literature (Willness et al., 2007). Similar narrow climates have been
proposed for racial mistreatment (Ziegert & Hanges, 2005) and age mistreatment (Kunze,
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Boehm, & Bruch, 2011). However, the current findings provide some support for
conceptualizing workplace climate more generally and shows that organizations that value
broadly-defined diversity may discourage many forms of negative group-based treatment.
Results also contribute to our understanding of diversity climate. Research has largely focused
on linking diversity climate to organizational outcomes, such as sales performance (McKay,
Avery, & Morris, 2009) and turnover (McKay et al., 2007). Arguments for these relationships
imply a reduction of group-based mistreatment, but this link is seldom tested. Further,
examinations of diversity climate have typically been limited to race-based outcomes (e.g.,
turnover intentions among African American employees; McKay et al., 2007; cf. Boehm et al.,
2014; Nelson, 2001). The current study indicates that positive organizational attitudes toward
diversity reduce group-based mistreatment, and expands our view of diversity climate by linking
it to harassment based on several group memberships (i.e., race, sex, age, sexual orientation,
religion) instead of just race.
Next, supporting victim precipitation models, the antecedent analyses also showed that
victim dispositional characteristics predict perceptions of broad workplace harassment.
Specifically, victim trait negative affectivity was significantly related to reports of broad
harassment. It is posited that employees high on negative affectivity report more workplace
harassment for two reasons. First, employees high on negative affectivity may appear more
anxious and less equipped to defend themselves, making these employees more likely to be
targeted by perpetrators (Aquino, 2000; Aquino & Bradfield, 2000; Aquino et al., 1999). Second,
high NA employees may also be more hostile and more likely to violate social norms, which can
elicit more hostility in return (Felson, 1978).
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The five-factor model of personality was not significantly related to reports of broad
harassment. Few studies have previously examined victim personality as an antecedent of
workplace harassment, but the sparse existing evidence upholds the weak relationships found in
the current study (agreeableness: r = -.08; neuroticism: r = .06; Krings, Johnston, Binggeli, &
Maggiori, 2014; extraversion: r = .05; neuroticism: r = .18; Credé, Chernyshenko, Bagraim, &
Sully, 2009). However, I note that there were limitations of the measure used to assess victim
personality. The measure consisted of two items for each facet of personality, which may not
adequately assess the full range of traits associated with each of the five facets of personality. It
is also possible that specific facets subsumed under the five-factor model may demonstrate more
substantial relationships with workplace harassment. For example, the warmth and assertiveness
facets of extraversion could have opposite relationships with victimization. Future work is
encouraged to explore the relationships between victim personality and workplace harassment
using different measures and considering more specific aspects of personality.
Lastly, there were unexpected relationships between harassment and employee outcomes
that warrant theoretical consideration. Workplace harassment demonstrated inconsistent
relationships with OCB, with most of the relationships ranging from near-zero relationships to
moderate positive relationships. This runs counter to the expectation that perceiving negative
treatment at work would reduce victims’ engagement in elective prosocial behaviors through the
depletion of resources or the elicitation of retaliatory behaviors. I posit two explanations of the
weak to positive relationships between harassment and OCB. First, victims of negative treatment
may be motivated to increase their prosocial contributions to the organization as an attempt to
make others view them more favorably. Thus, engaging in more citizenship behaviors may
represent an avenue through which victims try to reduce their vulnerability to future
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mistreatment. The weak to modest relationships between harassment and OCB may also indicate
that employees who experience harassment continue to engage in their typical levels of
citizenship behaviors while selectively withholding those prosocial behaviors from the
perpetrators of mistreatment.
However, I note that the harassment-OCB relationships were inconsistent across samples
and also contradict a recent meta-analysis that found a moderate negative relationship between
racial discrimination and OCB (k = 4; Triana et al., 2015). The inconsistent harassment-OCB
relationship across samples and the contradictory evidence from previous studies may suggest a
more complex relationship between harassment and citizenship behaviors than theories currently
account for. It is possible that there are moderating variables that impact how employees respond
to harassment. For example, victim attributions of workplace harassment may explain the
discrepant OCB relationships. Victims who make an external attribution (i.e., attribute blame to
the perpetrator) may reduce their OCB whereas victims who make an internal attribution (i.e.,
attribute blame to themselves) may increase their OCB to elevate their standing at work.
Further diverging from current harassment theory, the harassment variables also had
weaker-than-expected relationships with attitudinal variables. The low magnitude of these
relationships may be a reflection of the source of workplace harassment. Workplace harassment
differs from other forms of workplace discrimination in that harassment occurs in interpersonal
interactions. Formal discrimination, conversely, involves discrimination in hiring, promotions,
and resource distribution, which all represent organizational decisions. Thus, harassment may
break down social exchange relationships with other people whereas formal discrimination
breaks down the social exchange relationship with the organization, and the consequences of
each form of mistreatment should be aligned with the exchange source. In other words,
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workplace harassment should affect attitudes toward other individuals more so than attitudes
toward the organization. Consequently, the weak relationships between harassment and
organization-focused attitudes (i.e., job satisfaction and affective commitment) may be a result of
a misalignment of exchange sources.
Practical Implications
The current study also has practical implications for organizations and mistreatment
scholars. First, it is recommended that practitioners and scholars measure multiple forms of
workplace harassment when examining the occurrence and outcomes of workplace harassment.
Narrowly focusing on single forms of harassment may result in an inaccurate understanding of
how damaging harassing experiences are for employees, particularly when one is interested in
performance and health outcomes. Second, findings further highlight the importance of
continued organizational and legal efforts aimed at curbing workplace harassment. The evidence
that broad harassment is more strongly related to employee performance and health outcomes
than previous estimates suggest argues for the importance of taking prophylactic measures to
prevent harassment from occurring and investing in interventions to reduce negative
consequences when harassment does occur. Encouragingly, results suggest that fostering positive
diversity climates may be one avenue through which this goal can be accomplished.
Third, support for the relationships among multiple forms of workplace harassment
advocates for designing and implementing more holistic diversity training programs. As
previously stated, diversity programs tend to adopt either a narrow or global approach (Arthur &
Doverspike, 2005). The current findings support training programs that focus broadly on
diversity management and aim to foster inclusion of all employees instead of focusing training
on specific forms of harassment (e.g., sexual harassment training). Organizational support for
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diversity training efforts may have the added benefit of improving employee perceptions of
diversity climate, which represents another means through which harassment can be reduced.
The antecedent analyses also demonstrate the importance of considering individual
differences outside of victim demographics, which is rarely done in the extant literature. As
Bowling and Beehr (2006) note, “researchers might be reluctant to examine this topic for fear
that results could reinforce a tendency to blame the victim…” (p. 1000). Despite this reluctance,
it is argued here that practitioners benefit from understanding what populations of employees are
the most vulnerable to experiencing harassment on the job. The current findings identified victim
negative affectivity as a dispositional variable that practitioners should consider and subsequent
work is encouraged to consider others, such as self-esteem.
Limitations and Future Directions
The current study has limitations that warrant discussion. First, the data used in the
current study were all self-reported, which may have inflated the relationships among the study
variables. While this may be problematic for understanding the true magnitude of these
relationships, I argue that it may not affect the conclusions drawn about the relative predictive
validity of the broad harassment variable because the self-report nature of the data should inflate
the relationships between harassment and the other study variables at all levels of analysis.
However, future work would benefit from obtaining other-reports and confirming the findings of
the current study. Second, Samples 2 and 3 were comprised of employed students who may
differ from other employee populations in important ways. Employed students are more likely to
be working in temporary jobs and may appraise harassment as less severe because it may not be
a barrier to their career development. This could have contributed to the weaker relationships
found between harassment and the outcome variables in Samples 2 and 3.
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Third, as previously noted, the responses to the harassment measures were concentrated
on the lower end of the scale. Prior work has demonstrated that skewed variables may show
spurious relationships with one another (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994), which may undermine the
conclusion that the five forms of harassment had meaningful interrelationships. Of particular
concern for the current study, the correlation between any two harassment constructs may have
been inflated if a high number of respondents had experienced neither form of harassment. For
example, the correlation between sexual harassment and ethnic harassment could be increased by
respondents who reported no sexual harassment and also reported no ethnic harassment.
Supplemental analyses were conducted to examine whether these respondents (i.e., respondents
that reported experiencing neither type of harassment) inflated correlations.
The correlations are shown in Tables 15-17. Results showed that the five forms of
harassment had substantive correlations when participants who had experienced neither type of
harassment were excluded across the three samples. The average correlations among the five
harassment constructs were .62, .24, .55, respectively. The exception is that age harassment was
weakly related to the other harassment constructs in Sample 2, but this is consistent with the
correlations that included all participants. The average intercorrelations among the harassment
constructs represents a decrease from the average correlations that included all respondents
(.69, .39, .63, respectively), but it offers support that the interrelationships are not solely driven
by the skewedness in responses. Further, the results do not suggest that the samples consist of an
overwhelming proportion of respondents who have not experienced harassment. The highest
percentage of participants excluded from a correlation for not experiencing harassment was
38.5% in Sample 1, 30.3% in Sample 2, and 49.8% in Sample 3.
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Table 15. Intercorrelations Between Workplace Harassment Constructs: Sample 1.
1

2

3

4

1. Sexual harassment
2. Ethnic harassment

.78*

3. Age harassment

.54*

.49*

4. Heterosexist harassment

.84*

.78*

.51*

5. Religious harassment

.63*

.54*

.49*

.64*

Note: N = 269-345
* p < .05
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Table 16. Intercorrelations Between Workplace Harassment Constructs: Sample 2.
1

2

3

4

1. Sexual harassment
2. Ethnic harassment

.48*

3. Age harassment

.05

-.01

4. Heterosexist harassment

.59*

.66*

.03

5. Religious harassment

.23*

.18*

.04

.19*

Note: N = 191-228
* p < .05
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Table 17. Intercorrelations Between Workplace Harassment Constructs: Sample 3.
1

2

3

4

1. Sexual harassment
2. Ethnic harassment

.70*

3. Age harassment

.51*

.44*

4. Heterosexist harassment

.83*

.70*

.52*

5. Religious harassment

.46*

.46*

.33*

.53*

Note: N = 108-132
* p < .05
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Together, this suggests that discrete forms of harassment display meaningful relationships that
are not explained by large proportions of respondents experiencing no workplace harassment.
Another limitation is that the focus of this study was on perceived workplace harassment
and reported harassment may not reflect true occurrences of harassment. I, therefore, cannot
determine if the shared variance among multiple forms of harassment is driven by objective
experiences of harassment or perceptions of harassment. This is an important theoretical
distinction and I recommend that future work distinguish between objective instances and
perceptual occurrences of workplace harassment. Relatedly, although the antecedent findings
contribute to theorizing about who may be most vulnerable to workplace harassment, the
theoretical relationship between victim disposition and perceptions of harassment is currently
unclear. First, it is possible that dispositional characteristics make employees more likely to
interpret interpersonal behaviors as harassment. Conversely, employees with certain dispositions
may be disproportionately targeted by harassment because of their behavioral profiles. Stated
differently, it is unclear if victim characteristics influence the perception or experience of
workplace harassment. Future work is encouraged to disentangle these potential explanations and
clarify the theoretical linkage between victim disposition and workplace harassment.
The next limitation I want to acknowledge is that the current study could not consider the
perpetrator’s perspective. It was proposed that threatened social status may be one perpetrator
antecedent of the broad harassment variable. When perpetrators view their social status as being
threatened, they may attempt to increase their status by derogating others using preexisting social
hierarchies. The current study was limited by being unable to test this proposition. There are
several other perpetrator characteristics that may predict a perpetrator engaging in multiple forms
of harassment. For example, social dominance orientation, or the extent to which someone
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desires their social group to be dominant over other social groups, has been linked to supporting
a broad array of group hierarchies and is negatively related to tolerance (Pratto, Sidanius,
Stallworth, & Malle, 1994). Future research should also explore perpetrator negative affectivity
(Hershcovis et al., 2007) and hostile attribution styles (Hepworth & Towler, 2004) as potential
antecedents of broad harassment.
The current study was also limited by the measures of workplace harassment. As
previously noted, age harassment was measured using two items that may not have assessed all
forms of age harassment that employees may face. Additionally, there may be overlap among
some of the harassment measures that could have inflated the correlations found in the current
study. Specifically, the scale used to measure heterosexist harassment (Workplace Heterosexist
Experiences Questionnaire; Waldo, 1999) was originally developed from the scale used to
measure sexual harassment (Sexual Experiences Questionnaire; Fitzgerald et al., 1995), which
may cause heterosexist harassment and sexual harassment to appear more related than they
would be if other measures were used (Waldo, 1999). Subsequent work is needed to confirm the
relationships found in the current study using different harassment measures.
Our understanding of the factor structure of the broad harassment variable may also be
limited by the survey administration approach used in the current study. The items were grouped
based on the type of harassment being measure. For example, all sexual harassment items
appeared together in the survey. This may have biased the confirmatory factor analyses toward
Model 1 (the higher-order model where the harassment items loaded onto the five types of
harassment which then loaded onto the higher-order broad harassment variable). Future research
should retest the factor structures using different survey administration techniques (e.g., grouping
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items by the behavioral forms of harassment or randomizing all mistreatment items) to confirm
which factor structure is empirically supported.
Subsequent research is encouraged to examine the source of workplace harassment. Prior
work has demonstrated that the magnitude of mistreatment-outcome relationships is impacted by
the source of mistreatment (Hershcovis & Barling, 2010b), but few studies have examined the
combinative effect of mistreatment from multiple sources. Experiencing harassment from
multiple sources may be more damaging for victims than experiencing harassment from a single
source because it may damage a greater number of social bonds (Baumeister & Leary, 1995) and
reduce perceptions of social support (Viswesvaran, Sanchez, & Fisher, 1999). This possibility
should be considered in future work.
Given that the findings from this study suggest that workplace harassment is more
damaging than previous estimates indicate, an important avenue for future work is to design
interventions targeting workplace harassment. As previously discussed, holistic diversity training
programs may represent one intervention through which this can be accomplished. Further,
scholars have recently noted the conceptual similarities between mistreatment and injustice
(Shen & Dhanani, 2015) and this may suggest that recovery techniques, which have been shown
to be an effective response to unjust events (Christian, Christian, Garza, & Ellis, 2012), can be
used to buffer against the negative effects precipitated by harassment. Future work should
explore these and other possible interventions.
Conclusion
The current study supports moving workplace harassment theory away from the current
fragmented approach and toward an integrated model of harassment. Findings showed
meaningful intercorrelations among discrete forms of harassment and supported modeling
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harassment as a single variable. Further supporting a unified theory, the discrete forms of
harassment shared a common set of antecedents and outcomes. The robust relationships between
broad workplace harassment and task performance and broadly-defined employee health also
showed that perceiving workplace harassment is more detrimental for employees than previously
thought. This illuminates the need for both proactive and reactive measures to reduce the
occurrence of workplace harassment. Lastly, some of the harassment-outcome relationships
challenge current theorizing on workplace harassment and encourage future work that clarifies
these relationships. In sum, the results suggest benefits of broadening our view of workplace
harassment as well as generating theories that consider the conceptual similarities among discrete
forms of harassment.
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